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i Abbreviations 

AE  - total  color  contrast 

A.A.C  - Arizona  Administrative  Code 

AAWS  - Analyses  of  Assured  Water  Supply 

ABOWG  - Arizona  Burrowing  Owl  Working  Group 

AC  - alternating  current 

ACC  - air-cooled  condenser 

ACEC  - area  of  critical  environmental  concern 

ACHP  - Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

A.D.  - after  the  death 

ADA  - Arizona  Department  of  Agriculture 

ADEQ  - Arizona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

ADOT  - Arizona  Department  of  Transportation 

ADWR  - Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources 

afy  - acre-feet  per  year 

AGS  - Arizona  Geological  Survey 

ALERT  - Automated  Local  Evaluation  in  Real  Time 

AMA  - active  management  area 

amsl  - above  mean  sea  level 

ANM  - Arizona  New  Mexico 

ANSI  - American  National  Standards  Institute 

AO  - authorized  officer 

APE  - area  of  potential  effect 

APHIS  - Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service 

APP  - aquifer  protection  permit 

APS  - Arizona  Public  Service 

APVE  - area  of  potential  visual  effects 

A.R.S.  - Arizona  Revised  Statutes 

ASDM  - Arizona-Sonora  Desert  Museum 

ASHRAE  - American  Society  of  Heating,  Refrigerating  and 
Air  Conditioning  Engineers 

ASM  - Arizona  State  Museum 

AUM  - animal  unit  month 

AWS  - Assured  Water  Supply  (program) 

AZ  - Arizona  State  Route 

AZGFD  - Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 

AZHGIS  - Arizona  Heritage  Geographic  Information  System 

AZNM  WECC  - Arizona  New  Mexico  Western  Electricity 
Coordinating  Council 

AZPDES  - Arizona  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

AZSERC  - Arizona  Emergency  Response  Commission 

AZ-WIPWG  - Arizona  Wildlands  Invasive  Plants  Working 
Group 

B5  - a blend  of  5%  biodiesel  and  95%  petroleum  diesel 


B20  - a blend  of  20%  biodiesel  and  80%  petroleum  diesel 

b - screened  interval 

BA  - biological  assessment 

BACT  - best  available  control  technology 

B.C.  - Before  Christ 

BCC  - Birds  Of  Conservation  Concern 

BGEPA  - Protected  under  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection 
Act 

BHRA  - Buckeye  Hills  Recreation  Area 

BHRP  - Buckeye  Hills  Regional  Park 

BLM  - Bureau  of  Land  Management 

BLMS  - BLM  Sensitive  Species 

bis  - below  land  surface 

BMP  -best  management  practices 

Boulevard  - Boulevard  Associates,  LLC 

B.P.  - before  present 

BSC  - biological  soil  crust 

btu/scf  - British  thermal  unit/standard  cubic  feet 

BWCDD  - Buckeye  Water  Conservation  and  Drainage 
District 

C2H6 - ethane 
C3H8 - propane 
C4H10  - butane 
C5H12  - pentane 
C6H12  - hexane 
CAA  - Clean  Air  Act 
CaC03  - calcite 

Cal-IPC  - California  Invasive  Plant  Council 

CAM  - compliance  assurance  monitoring 

CAP  - Central  Arizona  Project 

CAWS  - Certificate  of  Assured  Water  Supply 

CCC  - Civilian  Conservation  Corps 

CDIAC  - Carbon  Dioxide  Information  Analysis  Center 

CEAA  - cumulative  effects  assessment  area 

CEC  - Certificate  of  Environmental  Compat  bility 

CEP  - Capacity  Enhancement  Program 

CERCLA  - Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act 

CEO  - Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

CFC  - chlorofluorocarbon 

CFR  - Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

cfs  - cubic  feet  per  second 

CH4  - methane 
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CLOMR  - Conditional  Letter  of  Map  Revision 

CNEL  - community  noise  equivalent  level 

CO  - carbon  monoxide 

C02  - carbon  dioxide 

CST  - concentrated  solar  thermal 

CWA  - Clean  Water  Act 

CY  - cubic  yards 

D - daytime 

DAWS  - Designation  of  Assured  Water  Supply 

dB  - decibel(s) 

dBA  - A-weighted  dec  bel(s) 

DC  - direct  current 

DDT  - dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 

DHS  - Department  of  Homeland  Security 

DMMR  - Department  of  Mines  and  Mineral  Resources 

DOE  - U.S.  Department  of  Energy 

DOI  - U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

DSRP  - decommissioning  and  site  reclamation  plan 

eGRID  - EPA  Emissions  & Generation  Resource  Integrated 
Database 

E - east 

EAP  - emergency  action  plan 
EB  - exploratory  boring 
EDI  - electrodeionization  units 

EEC  - Engineering  and  Environmental  Consultants  Inc. 

EID  - electrodeionization  units 

EIS  - environmental  impact  statement 

eGRID  - EPA  Emissions  & Generation  Resource  Integrated 
Database 

EJ  - environmental  justice 
EMF  - electric  and  magnetic  fields 
EO  - Executive  Order 

EPA  - U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

EPA  ID  - Environmental  Protection  Agency  Identification 

EPCRA  - Emergency  Planning  & Community  Right-to-Know 
Act 

EPG  - Environmental  Planning  Group 
ERMA  - extensive  recreation  management  areas 
ESA  - Endangered  Species  Act 
F - Fahrenheit 

FCDMC  - Flood  Control  District  of  Maricopa  County 

FEMA  - Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

FGR  - flue  gas  recirculation 

FHWA  - Federal  Highway  Administration 

FIRM  - flood  insurance  rate  map 

FLAG  - Federal  Land  Managers'  Air  Quality  Related  Values 
Work  Group 


FLPMA  - Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 

FO  - field  office 

ft/d  - feet  per  day 

GAP  - Gap  Analysis  Program 

GFR  - grandfathered  right 

gen-tie  - generation  tie 

GHG  - greenhouse  gas 

GIU  - general  industrial  use 

GIS  - geographic  information  system 

GLO  - General  Land  Office 

gpd  - gallons  per  day 

gpd/ft  - gallons  per  day  per  foot 

gpm  - gallons  per  minute 

GPS  - global  positioning  system 

g/s  - grams  per  second 

GWh  - gigawatt  hour 

GWP  - global  warming  potential 

GWSI  - Ground  Water  Site  Inventory 

ha  - hectares 

HAP  - hazardous  air  pollutants 
HAZCOM  -hazardous  communication 
HDMS  - Heritage  Data  Management  System 
HDPE  - high  density  polyethylene 

HEC-RAS  - Hydrologic  Engineering  Centers  River  Analysis 
System 

Hz  - Hertz 

HTF  - heat  transfer  fluid 

HMTA  - Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  Act 

hp  = horsepower 

I - interstate 

ID  - identification 

ID  Team  - interdisciplinary  team 

IFC  - International  Fire  Code 

IGR  - irrigation  grandfathered  rights 

IM  - instruction  memorandum 

INA  - irrigation  non-expansion  area 

InSAR  - interferometric  synthetic  aperture  radar 

IOP  - interim  observation  point 

IPCC  - Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change 

ITC  - Investment  Tax  Credit 

JD  - jurisdictional  determination 

K - hydraulic  conductivity 

K-8  - Kindergarten  through  eighth  grade 

KOP  - key  observation  point 

kg  - kilogram 

km  - kilometers 
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kV  -kilovolt 

kW  - kilowatt 

kWh  - kilowatt-hour 

Kw  factor  - erod  bility  of  the  whole  soil 

L - liter 

Ldn  - day-night  level 

PEIS  - programmatic  environmental  impact  statement 
Pb  - lead 

Leq  - equivalent  noise  level 

LEPC  - Local  Emergency  Planning  Committee 

LNB  - low  NOx  burner 

LOMR  - Letter  of  Map  Revision 

LOS  - level  of  service 

LORS  - laws,  ordinances,  regulations  and  standards 
LSFO  - Lower  Sonoran  Field  Office 
LT  - long  term  (e.g.,  LT-1) 

LUP  - land-use  plan 
m - meter 

MACT  - maximum  achievable  control  standards 

MAG  - Maricopa  Association  of  Governments 

MBD  - mixed  bed  demineralizers 

MBTA  - Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 

MCAQD  - Maricopa  County  Air  Quality  Department 

MCDF  - Maricopa  County  Department  of  Finance 

MCDOT  - Maricopa  County  Department  of  Transportation 

Mg  - milligrams 

Mg/I  - milligrams  per  liter 

MgCI  - magnesium  chloride 

Mgals  - million  gallons 

MGD  - million  gallons  per  day 

Mg/kg  - milligrams  per  kilogram 

MIG  - Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group 

Mm-1  - inverse  megameter 

MMBtu  - million  metric  British  thermal  units 

MOA  - memorandum  of  agreement 

MOU  - memorandum  of  understanding 

mph  - miles  per  hour 

MPC  - master  planned  community 

MSA  - metropolitan  statistical  area 

MSDS  - material  safety  data  sheets 

MtC/acre  - metric  tons  of  carbon  per  acre 

Mt  C02e  - metric  tons  of  carbon  dioxide  equivalent 

MW  - megawatt 

MW-1  - monitoring  well  1 

MWh  - megawatt  hours 


N - north 
N2  - nitrogen 
N20  - nitrous  oxide 
n/a  - not  applicable 

NAAQS  - National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

NEPA  - National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NESHAP  - National  Emission  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air 
Pollutants 

NFPA  - National  Fire  Protection  Association 
NHPA  - National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
NMMW  - North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness 
NOA  - notice  of  availability 
N02  - nitrogen  dioxide 
NOI  - notice  of  intent 

NPDES  - National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

NPS  - National  Park  Service 

NREL  - National  Renewable  Energy  Laboratory 

NRHP  - National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

NSHT  - national  scenic  and  historic  trails 

NSPS  - New  Source  Performance  Standards  (40  CFR  60) 

NREL  - National  Renewable  Energy  Laboratory 

NRS  - Federal  New  Source  Review 

NO  - nitric  oxide 

NOI  - notice  of  intent 

N02  - nitrogen  dioxide 

NOx  - nitrogen  oxides 

NSHT  - national  scenic  and  historic  trails 

NSR  - New  Source  Review 

03  - ozone 

OHV  - off-highway  vehicle 
ORV  - off-road  vehicle 

OSHA  - Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
PAD  - Physical  Availability  Determination 
Pb  - lead 

PCS  - petroleum  contaminated  soil 

PEIS  - Solar  Energy  Development  Programmatic 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

PFYC  - Potential  Fossil  Yield  Classification 

pH  - measure  of  acidity 

PHF  - peak  hour  factor 

Phoenix  MSA  - Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area 

P.L.  - Public  Law 

PM  - particulate  matter 

PM10  - inhalable  particulate  matter 

PM2  5 - fine  particulate  matter 

POD  - plan  of  development 
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PPE  - personal  protective  equipment 

ppm  - parts  per  million 

ppmv  - parts  per  million  by  volume 

PSD  - Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

PV  - photovoltaic 

Q - Quarternary  alluvium  (in  Paleontology  sections) 

Q - pumping  rate  (in  Water  Resources  sections) 

Q/s  - specific  capacity 

Qy  - young  Quarternary  alluvium 

R - range 

RBWA  - Robbins  Butte  Wildlife  Area 

RCRA  - Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

RFA  - reasonably  foreseeable  action 

RID  - Roosevelt  Irrigation  District 

RMP  - resource  management  plan 

RO  - reverse  osmosis 

ROD  - record  of  decision 

ROS  - Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum 

ROW  - right-of-way 

s - total  drawdown  (in  Water  Resources  section) 

SARA  - Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act 

SCAQMD  - South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District 

SCU  - standard  cubic  feet 

SDNM  - Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument 

SEIA  - Solar  Energy  Industries  Association 

SESA  - Socioeconomic  Study  Area 

SF  - Standard  Form  (e.g.,  SF  299) 

SF6  - Sulfur  Hexafluoride 

SHPO  - State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

SIC  - Standard  Industrial  Classification 

Si02  - silicon  dioxide 

SIP  - State  Implementation  Plan 

S02  - sulfur  dioxide 

SMCL  - secondary  maximum  contaminant  level 
SOX  - sulfur  oxides 
SPP  - spill  prevention  plan 
SR  - State  Route  (e.g.,  SR-85) 

SRMA  - special  recreation  management  areas 

SRP  - Salt  River  Project 

SSEP  - Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

SSG  - solar  steam  generator 

SSURG  - Soil  Survey  Geographic  Database 

ST  - short  term  (e.g.,  ST-1 ) 

SWTE  - Southwest  Traffic  Engineering 


STG  - solar  thermoelectric  generator 

SWPPP  - Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

T - transmissivity 

TCP  - traditional  cultural  property 

TDS  - total  dissolved  solids 

TES  - thermal  energy  storage 

THPO  - Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Tl  - traffic  interchange 

TIA  - traffic  impacts  analysis 

TPH  - total  petroleum  hydrocarbon 

tpm  - tons  per  month 

tpy  - tons  per  year 

TNW  - Traditional  Navigable  Water 

TPQ  - Threshold  Planning  Quantities 

TW  - test  well 

TWA  - time-weighted  average 

UFC  - Uniform  Fire  Code 

pg/m3  - micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

U.S.  - United  States 

US-93  - U.S.  Highway  93 

USACE  - U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

U.S.C.  - United  States  Code 

USDA  - U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

USDOT  - U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

USFWS  - U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

USGS  - U.S.  Geological  Survey 

pT  - microtesla 

VOC  - volatile  organic  carbons 

vph  - vehicles  per  hour 

VRI  - visual  resource  inventory 

VRM  - visual  resource  management 

WECC  - Western  Electricity  Coordinating  Council 

WHO  - World  Health  Organization 

WIU  - wilderness  inventory  units 

WSA  - wilderness  study  area 

WSAC  - wet  surface  air  cooler 

WSC  - wildlife  of  special  concern 

WSR  - wild  and  scenic  river 

WSRV  - West  Salt  River  Valley 

WTP  - water  treatment  plant 

WWTP  - wastewater  treatment  plants 

Xg  - Early  Proterozoic  granitic  rock 

4WD  - four-wheel  drive 
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Word/Term 

Definition 

acre-foot 

The  volume  of  water  that  would  cover  1 acre  to  a depth  of  1 foot. 
One  acre-foot  of  water  is  equivalent  to  325,841 .4  gallons  or 
43,560  cubic  feet. 

alluvial  / alluvium 

Consisting  of  alluvium,  unconsolidated  stream-deposited 
sediments  such  as  sands,  silts,  clays  or  gravels. 

applicant-committed  environmental  protection  measure 

Actions  which  would  eliminate  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  from 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  SSEP  to  sensitive 
resources. 

aquifer 

An  underground  bed  or  layer  of  permeable  rock,  sediment  or  soil 
that  yields  water. 

backfill 

The  process  of  returning  excavated  material  (i.e.,  earth)  into  the 
hole  or  trench  from  which  it  was  removed. 

biocide 

Chemical  mixture  used  to  deter  growth  of  algae  or  other  organic 
material. 

blowdown 

Wastewaste  from  a wet  cooling  tower  - this  water  will  have  been 
cycled  as  many  times  as  poss  ble  and  will  have  reached  the 
maximum  allowable  (and  safe)  limits  of  certain  dissolved  solids. 

brine 

High  salinity  water;  in  the  case  of  this  project,  concentrated 
wastes  from  water  treatment  systems. 

build-out 

The  full  extent  of  construction  activities  at  which  point 
construction  is  complete  and  the  facility  is  finished. 

co-fired/co-firing 

A process  to  assist  or  increase  a concentrating  solar  power 
plant's  energy  production  during  periods  of  low  solar  insolation 
by  burning  fossil  fuel,  in  this  case,  natural  gas. 

combined-cycle 

A process  combining  the  Brayton  cycle  (gas  turbine)  and  the 
Rankine  cycle  (steam  turbine)  where  the  Rankine  cycle  uses 
waste  heat  from  the  Brayton  cycle. 

demineralizer 

A piece  of  equipment  used  to  remove  dissolved  solids  (salts) 
from  water,  typically  either  an  electrodeionization  (EDI)  system 
or  a mixed  bed  resin. 

desalination 

The  process  of  removing  salt  from  water  as  total  dissolved 
solids  (TDS),  typically  performed  by  either  reverse  osmosis 
(RO),  multi-stage  flash  (MSF)  or  multi-effect  desalination  (MED). 

drawdown 

The  depletion  or  lowering  of  the  water  level  in  a reservoir  or 
other  body  of  water. 

dry-cooling  / dry-cooled 

A process  to  achieve  heat  rejection  from  by  using  atmospheric 
air  only. 

easements 

Legal  authority  granted  to  a party  to  cross  another  party’s 
property. 

ephemeral 

Lasting  for  a very  short  time.  In  this  application,  desert  washes 
that  contain  water  in  response  to  a storm  event,  but  are 
otherwise  dry. 

footprint 

The  area  on  the  ground  occupied  by  a facility. 

freeze-protection 

A means  to  prevent  a substance  from  freezing  - in  this  case,  a 
small  heater  will  be  used  to  keep  the  HTF  above  100°F  (HTF 
freezing  point  is  54°F). 
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forbs 

Herbaceous  (soft-stemmed)  flowering  plants  that  are  not  grass- 
like (grasses,  sedges,  rushes). 

gas-backup 

The  use  of  gas-fired  equipment  to  maintain  service  to  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  power  plant  if  electrical  power  source  is  lost.  See 
“co-fired/co-firing”  for  full  plant  gas-backup.  Diesel  generator 
and  diesel  engine  pumps  are  examples  of  localized  system  gas- 
backup. 

gas-fired 

Any  equipment  operated  by  burning  gaseous  fossil  fuel. 

gen-tie  (generation  tie-line)  The  transmission  line  that  delivers  generated  electricity  from  the 

power  plant  to  the  electrical  grid. 


grazing  allotments 

Authorizations  granted  by  the  BLM  for  individual  users  to  graze 
animals  on  federally  managed  land. 

grubbing 

Clearing  an  area  of  all  roots,  stumps  and  vegetation. 

hybrid-cooled/hybrid-cooling  A means  of  power  plant  cooling  that  uses  a combination  of  two 

or  more  different  methods,  usually  wet  and  dry  cooling. 


hydrostatic  testing 

A process  used  to  check  piping  for  leaks  in  which  the  pipes  are 
filled  with  water  and  pressurized,  leaks  are  identified,  and  the 
water  is  purged  from  the  lines. 

igneous 

Rock  formed  by  cooling  and  solidification  from  a liquid  state. 

interferometric 

Based  on  the  interference  between  two  waves  used  to  measure 
very  small  distances  and  thicknesses,  and  calculate  indices  of 
refraction. 

intermontane 

Between  or  surrounded  by  mountains. 

land-treatment  unit 

Area  where  HTF  contaminated  soil  will  be  treated  to  reduce 
unwanted  constituents  to  acceptable  levels. 

laydown 

An  area  where  construction  material  and  equipment  are  staged 
during  a construction  operation. 

leachate 

A solution  resulting  from  soluble  constituents  percolated  by 
ground  water. 

linkages  (wildlife) 

A continuous  swath  of  land  in  the  natural  landscape  that 
provides  suitable  habitat  for  short-and/or  long-term  movements 
of  wildlife  and  plants  between  population  cores. 

lithologic 

Of  the  description,  study  or  classification  of  rock. 

long-term 

In  this  application,  persisting  for  more  than  five  years. 

marshalling  yards 

Areas  where  construction  vehicles,  equipment,  or  construction 
materials  are  stored  and  assembled. 

offtakers 

In  this  application,  the  off-taker  is  the  purchaser  of  the  generated 
electricity  (i.e.,  a customer). 

palliatives 

In  this  application,  a material  used  to  bind  the  layers  of  surface 
soil  to  each  other,  to  prevent  them  from  becoming  windblown 
dust,  or  rising  into  the  atmosphere  as  a result  of  some  other  type 
of  disturbance  (i.e.,  vehicle  traffic). 

plume 

A visible  collection  of  particles  in  the  atmosphere,  generally 
dust,  water  vapor,  or  some  other  type  of  chemical  vapor. 

polymer 

A large  molecule  composed  of  repeating  structural  units  typically 
connected  by  covalent  chemical  bonds.  In  this  application,  a 
material  that  could  be  used  to  bind  soil  (see  palliative). 

riprap 

A collection  of  stone,  concrete,  or  masonry  used  to  slow  down  or 
disperse  flowing  water. 

riparian 

Vegetation  or  physical  characteristics  that  exist  on  the  banks  of 
a waterway. 
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short-term 

In  this  application,  persisting  for  five  years  or  less. 

single-axis-tracking 

In  this  application,  the  mirrors  (oriented  in  a north-south 
direction)  will  rotate  about  a point  which  goes  through  the 
longitudinal  axis  of  the  mirrors.  The  mirrors  will  thus  track  the 
sun  in  an  east  to  west  direction.  In  multiple  axis  tracking,  the 
mirrors  would  rotate  in  several  different  directions  (north-south 
and  east-west)  simultaneously. 

spillways 

Channels  through  which  water  flows. 

switchyard 

A collection  of  electrical  transmission  equipment  and  switchgear 
(i.e.,  circuit  breakers,  transformers,  etc.),  which  usually  also 
contains  the  beginning  or  end  of  electrical  transmission  lines. 

thermodynamic 

A means  of  converting  heat  into  mechanical  work. 

turbine-generator  (steam) 

A machine  consisting  of  a steam  turbine  and  an  electrical 
generator.  The  rotational  energy  of  the  steam  turbine  is 
converted  to  electricity  by  the  generator. 

wet-cooled 

A process  that  uses  water  as  the  primary  medium  of  heat 
rejection. 

workover 

An  overhaul,  major  maintenance,  reset,  etc.  to  restore 
equipment  or  a system  to  improve  performance. 

zodiacal 

A faint  whitish  glow  just  above  the  horizon  produced  by  sunlight 
reflecting  off  of  cosmic  dust  particles. 
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air-cooled  condenser,  ES-8,  2-55,  2-56,  2-77,  2-102, 
4-203 

ambient  noise,  ES-13,  2-98,  2-99,  2-101, 3-46,  3-50, 

3- 51, 3-52,  3-53,  3-54,  3-55,  3-56,  3-57,  3-58,  4-93, 

4- 94,  4-96,  4-97,  4-98,  4-99,  4-100,  4-101 , 4-102, 
4-103,  4-104,  4-109,  4-152,  4-154,  4-278 

animal  unit  months,  ES-12,  3-45,  4-89,  4-126,  4-128, 
4-134 

archaeology,  3-20,  3-61 

Arizona  Aquifer  Protection  Permit,  1-19,  1-20,  2-49, 
4-230 

Arizona  Corporation  Commission,  ES-10,  1-1,  1-17, 

1-18,  2-75,  3-36,  4-85,  5-2,  5-4 
Arizona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  1-19, 

1- 20,  3-8,  3-9,  3-10,  3-11,3-13,  3-14,  3-31, 3-32, 

3- 33,  3-34,  3-109,  3-112,  4-28,  4-33,  4-38,  4-78, 

4- 220,  4-230,  4-274,  5-2,  5-5 

Arizona  Department  of  Transportation,  3-31, 3-33,  3-34, 

3- 37,  3-86,  3-87,  3-92,  3-97,  3-110,  3-137,  4-157, 

4- 158,  4-171, 4-187,  4-282,  5-2,  5-5 

Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources,  1-18,  1-19, 

2- 34,  2-46,  2-83,  2-85,  2-86,  2-87,  3-29,  3-114, 

3- 1 1 5,  3-1 1 6,  3-1 1 7,  3-1 1 8,  4-233,  4-234,  4-236, 

4- 237,  4-269,  4-271 , 4-287,  4-290,  5-2,  5-5,  5-6 
Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department,  ES-3,  ES-15,  1-8, 

2- 5,  2-8,  3-123,  3-124,  3-127,  3-128,  3-129,  3-131, 

3- 133,  3-134,  3-135,  3-136,  3-137,  3-138,  3-139, 
3-141, 4-241, 4-261, 5-2,  5-4,  5-5,  5-6,  5-7 

Arizona  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System,  1-19, 

3- 32,  3-109,  4-217,  4-220 

-B- 

best  management  practice,  ES-14,  1-19,  2-4,  2-6,  2-8, 

2-40,  3-32,  4-3,  4-222 

biological  assessment,  ES-15,  2-98,  3-96,  3-122,  3-131, 

4- 241, 5-6,  5-11 

brine  concentrator,  ES-7,  ES-9,  2-1, 2-74,  2-88,  2-90, 

2- 103,  2-104,  4-1, 4-39,  4-56,  4-58,  4-62,  4-66,  4-82, 
4-88,  4-90,  4-103,  4-111,  4-114,  4-149,  4-155,  4-171, 
4-177,  4-178,  4-180,  4-182,  4-184,  4-208,  4-227, 
4-235,  4-238,  4-240,  4-243,  4-251 , 4-254,  4-256, 
4-259,  4-291 

Buckeye  Hills,  ES-1,  ES-6,  ES-7,  ES-10,  ES-13,  1-1, 

1- 4,  1-12,  2-11, 2-96,  2-99,  2-105,  3-1, 3-3,  3-29, 

3- 40,  3-44,  3-46,  3-58,  3-59,  3-60,  3-61,  3-62,  3-73, 

3-87,  3-95,  3-104,  3-105,  3-106,  3-116,  3-117,  3-122, 
3-124,  3-125,  3-127,  3-132,  3-137,  3-138,  3-139, 

3- 140,  3-141, 3-142,  4-23,  4-29,  4-30,  4-39,  4-93, 

4- 96,  4-98,  4-99,  4-101, 4-102,  4-108,  4-109,  4-123, 

4-154,  4-192,  4-193,  4-194,  4-195,  4-196,  4-197, 
4-200,  4-204,  4-241, 4-254,  4-256,  4-257,  4-259, 
4-260,  4-261 , 4-266,  4-267,  4-275,  4-277,  4-280, 
4-292 

Buckeye  Hills  Regional  Park,  ES-6,  ES-13,  1-12,  2-96, 

2- 99,  3-3,  3-40,  3-46,  3-58,  3-61,  3-62,  4-23,  4-29, 
4-30,  4-39,  4-93,  4-96,  4-98,  4-99,  4-101, 4-102, 
4-108,  4-109,  4-110,  4-123,  4-154,  4-192,  4-197, 
4-266,  4-277,  4-280 

-c- 

carbon  footprint,  ES-4,  1-9 

City  of  Goodyear,  ES-6,  ES-10,  ES-15,  1-12,  1-16,  2-86, 

2- 87,  2-98,  3-11,3-12,  3-38,  3-39,  3-48,  3-63,  3-71, 

3- 72,  3-78,  4-86,  4-269,  4-287,  5-2,  5-5,  5-6 
City  of  Phoenix  Landfill,  3-15 

Civilian  Conservation  Corps,  ES-14,  2-98,  2-104,  2-105, 

3- 27,  3-45,  3-125,  3-128,  3-129,  3-135,  3-136,  3-142, 

4- 89,  4-90,  4-248,  4-249,  4-251 , 4-253,  4-254,  4-261 , 

4-263 


compressed  gas,  2-97,  4-71, 4-72 
construction  noise,  2-98,  2-101,  4-93,  4-94,  4-96,  4-97, 
4-100,  4-103,  4-109,  4-125,  4-153,  4-154,  4-246, 
4-266,  4-278 
Costa’s  hummingbird 
Crissal  thrasher,  3-130,  4-251 
criteria  pollutants,  2-95,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  4-7,  4-9,  4-10, 
4-12,  4-18,  4-21, 4-25,  4-26,  4-27,  4-31, 4-32,  4-34, 
4-35,  4-36,  4-39,  4-40,  4-41 , 4-42,  4-271 

-D- 

desert  bighorn  sheep,  ES-7,  1-13,  4-247 
dispersed  recreation,  ES-8,  ES-10,  2-10,  2-98,  2-100, 

3- 105,  4-1, 4-24,  4-61, 4-64,  4-69,  4-84,  4-88,  4-89, 

4- 105,  4-108,  4-126,  4-142,  4-151,  4-158,  4-181, 
4-182,  4-196,  4-202,  4-205,  4-208,  4-216,  4-244, 
4-251, 4-265,  4-273,  4-276,  4-279,  4-280,  4-284, 
4-285,  4-286,  4-291, 4-293 

drawdown,  ES-14,  2-2,  2-104,  3-29,  3-118,  3-120, 

3- 121, 4-142,  4-229,  4-231, 4-232,  4-233,  4-234, 

4- 235,  4-236,  4-237,  4-238,  4-239,  4-288,  4-289, 
4-290,  4-291 

dry  cooling,  ES-7,  ES-8,  2-1,  2-2,  2-55,  2-56,  2-76,  2-77, 

2-78,  2-89,  2-90,  2-95,  4-1 , 4-31 , 4-49,  4-50,  4-58, 
4-62,  4-65,  4-67,  4-79,  4-80,  4-86,  4-90,  4-91 , 4-99, 
4-110,  4-112,  4-123,  4-128,  4-129,  4-130,  4-137, 
4-145,  4-146,  4-147,  4-148,  4-149,  4-150,  4-154, 
4-166,  4-177,  4-178,  4-179,  4-181, 4-183,  4-193, 
4-194,  4-199,  4-202,  4-223,  4-228,  4-235,  4-236, 
4-240,  4-243,  4-249,  4-253,  4-259,  4-260 

-E- 

emission  plume,  ES-1 1 , 2-46,  2-96,  3-13,  4-5,  4-20, 

4-21 , 4-23,  4-24,  4-29,  4-30,  4-34,  4-39 
emissions,  ES-4,  ES-11,  1-2,  1-9,  2-8,  2-49,  2-79,  2-95, 

2- 96,  3-6,  3-11,3-12,  3-13,  3-14,  3-15,  3-16,  3-17, 

3- 1 8,  3-1 9,  4-5,  4-7,  4-8,  4-9,  4-1 0,  4-1 1 , 4-1 2,  4-1 3, 

4- 14,  4-15,  4-16,  4-17,  4-18,  4-19,  4-20,  4-21, 4-22, 
4-23,  4-24,  4-25,  4-26,  4-27,  4-29,  4-31, 4-32,  4-34, 
4-35,  4-36,  4-37,  4-39,  4-40,  4-41 , 4-42,  4-43,  4-44, 
4-45,  4-46,  4-47,  4-48,  4-49,  4-50,  4-51 , 4-52,  4-53, 
4-54,  4-55,  4-56,  4-57,  4-58,  4-59,  4-73,  4-76,  4-93, 
4-94,  4-100,  4-104,  4-122,  4-266,  4-271 , 4-272 

employees,  2-1 1 , 2-36,  2-38,  2-40,  2-44,  2-47,  2-56, 

2-58,  2-69,  2-73,  3-33,  3-46,  4-40,  4-74,  4-75,  4-77, 
4-97,  4-103,  4-114,  4-115,  4-118,  4-119,  4-124, 
4-127,  4-128,  4-131, 4-134,  4-166,  4-173 
Endangered  Species  Act,  ES-5,  ES-15,  1-11,  1-15,  2-5, 

2- 6,  3-95,  3-96,  3-122,  3-123,  3-124,  3-131, 3-136, 

3- 142,  4-241, 5-1,  5-5,  5-6 

Energy  Policy  Act,  ES-2,  1 -1 , 1-5,  1 -6,  1 -1 5 
environmental  justice,  ES-13,  1-16,  2-100,  3-79,  3-80, 

3- 81, 4-114,  4-140,  4-141, 4-142,  4-266,  4-280,  5-9 
Estrella  Mountain  Regional  Park,  3-3,  3-13,  3-14,  4-23, 

4- 29,  4-30,  4-192 

evaporation  pond,  ES-1,  ES-6,  ES-7,  ES-8,  ES-10, 
ES-14,  1-1,  1-3,  1-12,  1-13,  1-19,  2-8,  2-15,  2-26, 
2-46,  2-48,  2-49,  2-53,  2-56,  2-57,  2-63,  2-71 , 2-73, 
2-74,  2-77,  2-88,  2-90,  2-102,  2-104,  2-105,  3-1, 4-1, 

4-191, 4-202,  4-203,  4-230,  4-245,  4-247,  4-248, 
4-249,  4-253,  4-260,  4-262 
Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area,  2-99,  3-61, 
4-108,  4-111 

-F- 

fire  department,  3-33,  3-34,  3-75,  4-121, 4-122,  4-125 
floodplain,  1-16,  1-20,  3-108,  3-109,  3-110,  3-113, 

4-219,  4-223,  4-224 

fossil,  ES-3,  ES-13,  1-8,  3-12,  3-59,  4-14,  4-105 
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fugitive  dust,  ES-4,  ES-14,  1-9,  1-20,  2-8,  2-44,  2-95, 

2- 102,  3-4,  3-9,  3-14,  3-16,  4-5,  4-10,  4-13,  4-16, 
4-17,  4-24,  4-25,  4-26,  4-35,  4-73,  4-89,  4-172, 

4-174,  4-176,  4-177,  4-178,  4-179,  4-180,  4-195, 
4-211, 4-212,  4-247 

-G- 

General  Industrial  Use  Permit,  1-19,  2-34,  2-84,  2-86, 

3- 114,  3-115,  4-290 

Generation  Tie  Line  Option,  ES-1,  ES-10,  2-1,  2-75, 

2-90,  2-98,  2-102,  2-105,  4-2,  4-39,  4-56,  4-62,  4-67, 

4- 82,  4-88,  4-90,  4-91, 4-104,  4-111,4-112,  4-149, 
4-150,  4-155,  4-171, 4-180,  4-182,  4-184,  4-192, 
4-193,  4-194,  4-206,  4-209,  4-227,  4-228,  4-238, 
4-243,  4-251, 4-254,  4-259,  4-260 

generator  tie  line,  ES-1,  ES-7,  ES-8,  ES-10,  1-1, 2-1, 

2-11,2-15,  2-27,  2-35,  2-38,  2-41, 2-43,  2-64,  2-68, 

2-69,  2-75,  2-90,  2-98,  2-102,  2-105,  4-2,  4-3,  4-4, 
4-39,  4-56,  4-62,  4-67,  4-82,  4-85,  4-88,  4-90,  4-91, 
4-104,  4-111,4-112,  4-114,  4-144,  4-149,  4-150, 
4-155,  4-163,  4-171, 4-177,  4-178,  4-179,  4-180, 
4-182,  4-184,  4-192,  4-193,  4-194,  4-204,  4-206, 
4-209,  4-218,  4-222,  4-223,  4-225,  4-226,  4-227, 
4-228,  4-238,  4-243,  4-245,  4-248,  4-250,  4-251 , 
4-253,  4-254,  4-255,  4-257,  4-258,  4-259,  4-260, 
4-275,  4-282 

Gila  Bend  Mountains,  ES-7,  1-13,  3-106,  3-127,  3-139, 
4-257,  4-284,  4-292 

Gila  River,  ES-6,  ES-7,  ES-15,  ES-16,  1-11,  1-12,  1-13, 

2- 83,  2-85,  2-86,  2-87,  3-3,  3-22,  3-23,  3-24,  3-25, 

3- 28,  3-43,  3-108,  3-1 1 0,  3-1 1 1 , 3-1 1 2,  3-1 1 6,  3-122, 

3-124,  3-125,  3-134,  3-136,  3-137,  3-138,  3-139, 

3- 140,  4-60,  4-215,  4-221, 4-229,  4-241, 4-248, 

4- 257,  4-267,  4-268,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8 
Gila  woodpecker,  3-126,  3-130,  4-251 

golden  eagle,  1-15,  2-105,  3-122,  3-123,  3-129,  3-131, 

3- 133,  3-134,  4-252,  4-253,  4-254,  4-292 
gravel,  ES-4,  1-9,  2-8,  2-31, 2-35,  2-41, 2-42,  2-44, 

2- 96,  3-29,  3-30,  3-44,  3-60,  3-116,  3-120,  4-15, 

4- 17,  4-24,  4-40,  4-64,  4-65,  4-66,  4-67,  4-68,  4-85, 

4-87,  4-127,  4-212,  4-213,  4-230,  4-268,  4-274 

grazing  allotment,  ES-4,  ES-1 2,  1-10,  2-10,  2-98,  3-27, 

3- 40,  3-45,  4-89,  4-126,  4-265,  4-267,  4-276 
greenhouse  gas,  ES-4,  ES-11,  1-2,  1-9,  2-96,  3-17, 

3- 18,  3-19,  4-9,  4-42,  4-43,  4-44,  4-45,  4-46,  4-47, 

4- 48,  4-49,  4-50,  4-51 , 4-52,  4-53,  4-54,  4-55,  4-56, 

4-57,  4-58,  4-59,  4-266,  4-272 

groundwater  well,  ES-8,  ES-9,  2-11, 2-47,  2-54,  2-55, 

2-56,  2-61, 2-72,  2-90,  4-20,  4-49,  4-178,  4-179, 
4-180,  4-219,  4-220,  4-223,  4-231, 4-237,  4-249 

-H- 

heat  transfer  fluid,  ES-1 , ES-1 2,  1 -1 , 1-3,  1-19,  2-6, 

2-11,2-15,  2-19,  2-20,  2-21, 2-22,  2-23,  2-24,  2-25, 

2-26,  2-30,  2-36,  2-37,  2-48,  2-49,  2-63,  2-67,  2-72, 

2- 88,  2-97,  3-1, 4-6,  4-8,  4-12,  4-14,  4-15,  4-18, 

4-19,  4-20,  4-21, 4-23,  4-26,  4-31, 4-37,  4-43,  4-46, 
4-47,  4-48,  4-50,  4-51, 4-52,  4-55,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78, 
4-80,  4-81, 4-82,  4-122,  4-191, 4-247 

herbicides,  2-39,  2-49,  2-97,  2-100,  3-101, 3-102,  4-77, 
4-80,  4-81, 4-82,  4-89,  4-146,  4-148,  4-150,  4-151, 
4-183,  4-221, 4-247 

hidden  valley,  ES-4,  1-9,  3-37,  4-275,  4-282 
hunting,  2-99,  3-22,  3-24,  3-61, 3-62,  3-67,  3-72,  3-85, 

3- 123,  3-124,  3-127,  3-128,  3-130,  3-133,  3-135, 

3-141, 4-60,  4-61 , 4-85,  4-87,  4-1 08,  4-112,  4-279 

hybrid  cooling,  2-76 

hydrogen,  ES-1 2,  2-7,  2-97,  4-70,  4-76,  4-80,  4-82 


-I- 

interim  observation  point,  3-105 

-J- 

Jojoba  Switchyard,  ES-7,  ES-8,  ES-10,  1-3,  2-15,  2-27, 

2- 35,  2-41, 2-75,  2-82,  2-83,  3-40,  3-41, 3-43,  3-44, 

3- 87,  3-106,  4-2,  4-84,  4-86,  4-87,  4-163,  4-195 

-K- 

key  observation  point,  ES-6,  1-11,  1-12,  2-102,  2-103, 

3- 104,  3-105,  4-107,  4-110,  4-142,  4-153,  4-189, 

4- 190,  4-191, 4-195,  4-196,  4-197,  4-198,  4-199, 

4-200,  4-201 , 4-202,  4-203,  4-204,  4-205,  4-206, 

4-207,  4-208,  4-210,  4-211, 4-214 

Komatke  Road,  ES-1 2,  2-41 , 3-41 , 3-42,  3-43,  3-44, 

3- 87,  3-105,  3-106,  4-84,  4-122,  4-158,  4-164,  4-194, 

4- 195,  4-196,  4-199,  4-202,  4-203,  4-204,  4-208, 

4-281 

-L- 

level  of  service,  ES-14,  2-101, 3-37,  3-89,  3-90,  3-92, 

3- 93,  3-94,  4-86,  4-87,  4-157,  4-158,  4-159,  4-160, 

4- 162,  4-163,  4-164,  4-165,  4-166,  4-167,  4-168, 
4-169,  4-170,  4-171, 4-172,  4-282,  4-283 

linkage,  ES-7,  ES-9,  1-13,  2-62,  2-72,  2-105,  3-37, 
3-127,  3-128,  3-129,  3-132,  3-137,  3-138,  3-139, 

3- 140,  3-141, 3-142,  4-1, 4-127,  4-241, 4-247,  4-250, 

4- 254,  4-256,  4-257,  4-258,  4-259,  4-260,  4-261 , 
4-263,  4-268,  4-291, 4-292 

Litchfield  Park,  3-5,  3-64,  3-65,  3-66,  3-70,  3-71, 3-72, 
3-78 

Little  Rainbow  Valley,  ES-1,  ES-10,  1-1,  1-4,  2-11, 3-1, 
3-29,  3-46,  3-60,  3-95,  3-1 08,  3-1 1 1 , 3-133 
livestock  grazing,  ES-4,  ES-8,  ES-10,  ES-12,  1-10,  1-13, 

2- 4,  2-10,  2-98,  2-99,  2-100,  2-104,  2-105,  3-2,  3-21, 

3- 27,  3-34,  3-38,  3-39,  3-40,  3-45,  3-102,  3-132, 

3- 133,  3-135,  4-1, 4-24,  4-44,  4-61,  4-64,  4-69,  4-84, 

4- 87,  4-88,  4-89,  4-90,  4-91, 4-92,  4-105,  4-126, 
4-128,  4-131, 4-133,  4-134,  4-135,  4-138,  4-139, 

4-141, 4-142,  4-143,  4-144,  4-148,  4-151, 4-152, 
4-177,  4-181, 4-182,  4-216,  4-244,  4-245,  4-251, 
4-265,  4-267,  4-268,  4-273,  4-275,  4-276,  4-277, 
4-280,  4-284,  4-285,  4-286,  4-291, 4-293 

Lucy’s  warbler,  3-130,  4-251 

-M- 

Margie’s  Cove,  4-196,  4-199,  4-203,  4-205,  4-208 
Maricopa  County,  ES-1 , ES-1 0,  ES-1 1 , 1 -1 , 1 -1 4,  1 -1 6, 
1-20,  2-11, 2-30,  2-34,  2-48,  2-81,  2-95,  2-98,  2-99, 
3-1, 3-3,  3-8,  3-11,3-12,  3-13,  3-14,  3-15,  3-16, 

3-31, 3-32,  3-33,  3-34,  3-35,  3-37,  3-39,  3-47,  3-48, 
3-59,  3-62,  3-63,  3-64,  3-65,  3-66,  3-67,  3-68,  3-70, 
3-71, 3-72,  3-73,  3-76,  3-79,  3-80,  3-81, 3-82,  3-87, 

3- 101,3-1 09,  3-114,  4-5,  4-6,  4-7,  4-1 1,4-16,  4-23, 

4- 24,  4-25,  4-26,  4-27,  4-29,  4-31 , 4-34,  4-35,  4-36, 
4-37,  4-40,  4-41, 4-42,  4-69,  4-75,  4-86,  4-93,  4-118, 
4-119,  4-120,  4-124,  4-127,  4-129,  4-135,  4-136, 
4-137,  4-138,  4-139,  4-140,  4-265,  4-266,  4-269, 
4-271 , 4-273,  4-274,  4-275,  4-276,  4-277,  4-279, 
4-280,  4-281 , 4-282,  4-283,  4-284,  4-285,  4-291 , 5-5 

Maricopa  Mountains,  ES-6,  ES-7,  ES-10,  ES-1 3,  1-11, 
1-12,  2-96,  2-99,  3-3,  3-29,  3-38,  3-46,  3-51, 3-53, 
3-60,  3-61 , 3-62,  3-85,  3-95,  3-106,  3-1 10,3-111, 
3-116,  3-122,  3-124,  3-125,  3-127,  3-132,  3-137, 

3- 142,  4-23,  4-29,  4-30,  4-39,  4-93,  4-99,  4-102, 

4- 108,  4-109,  4-110,  4-152,  4-153,  4-192,  4-194, 
4-196,  4-202,  4-203,  4-205,  4-208,  4-241, 4-267, 
4-284 
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mining,  ES-10,  ES-12,  2-35,  2-82,  2-98,  3-14,  3-34, 

3-36,  3-38,  3-40,  3-42,  3-44,  3-66,  3-67,  3-68,  3-69, 

3- 71, 3-87,  3-106,  4-1,  4-84,  4-85,  4-86,  4-87,  4-88, 

4- 118,  4-265,  4-268,  4-270,  4-274,  4-275,  4-284, 

4-291 

-N- 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards,  ES-1 1 , 2-95, 

3- 7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-10,  3-11,3-12,  3-13,  4-5,  4-6,  4-10, 

4- 21 , 4-24,  4-27,  4-28,  4-29,  4-32,  4-33,  4-35,  4-37, 

4- 38,  4-39,  4-40,  4-271 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  ES-1 1 , 1-15,  2-4, 
3-20,  3-21, 3-27,  4-60,  4-273,  5-1,  5-7 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  ES-1 5,  2-4,  3-20, 

3- 21, 3-26,  3-27,  3-28,  4-60,  4-61, 4-63,  4-273,  5-7, 

5- 8 

noise-sensitive  receptors,  3-47,  3-48,  3-52,  4-97,  4-99, 

4- 104 

nonattainment  area,  ES-11,  1-20,  2-8,  3-3,  3-8,  3-11, 

4-7,  4-10,  4-16,  4-21, 4-24,  4-25,  4-26,  4-27,  4-29, 
4-31, 4-34,  4-35,  4-36,  4-37,  4-40,  4-265,  4-266, 
4-270,  4-271 

North  Maricopa  Wilderness,  3-105 
noxious  plant  species,  2-102,  3-95,  3-97,  3-100,  3-102, 
4-81, 4-148,  4-150,  4-174,  4-175,  4-177,  4-178, 
4-182,  4-183,  4-184,  4-185,  4-187,  4-188,  4-212, 
4-246,  4-247,  4-249,  4-250,  4-254,  4-262 

-o- 

off-highway  vehicle,  ES-10,  2-4,  2-10,  2-100,  2-104, 

2-105,  3-40,  3-44,  3-47,  3-61, 3-62,  3-85,  3-132, 
4-123,  4-126,  4-144,  4-163,  4-171, 4-275,  4-282 
operational  noise,  2-99,  2-101, 4-97,  4-102,  4-104, 

4-109,  4-111, 4-154,  4-155 

-P- 

petroleum,  ES-12,  2-97,  3-30,  3-35,  4-57,  4-72,  4-78 
photovoltaic,  ES-1,  ES-7,  ES-9,  1-2,  1-3,  2-1, 2-2,  2-10, 

2-30,  2-58,  2-61,  2-62,  2-63,  2-64,  2-67,  2-68,  2-70, 

2-71, 2-78,  2-80,  2-90,  2-91, 2-95,  2-97,  2-102, 

2- 103,  4-1,  4-34,  4-52,  4-58,  4-62,  4-65,  4-66,  4-67, 
4-79,  4-80,  4-81, 4-86,  4-90,  4-91, 4-100,  4-101, 
4-102,  4-103,  4-110,  4-112,  4-124,  4-128,  4-129, 
4-130,  4-131, 4-137,  4-138,  4-145,  4-146,  4-147, 
4-148,  4-149,  4-150,  4-154,  4-166,  4-168,  4-169, 
4-177,  4-178,  4-179,  4-181, 4-183,  4-184,  4-193, 
4-194,  4-199,  4-204,  4-205,  4-206,  4-224,  4-225, 
4-228,  4-235,  4-237,  4-240,  4-243,  4-249,  4-253, 
4-256,  4-259,  4-260,  5-4,  5-8 

Pinal  County,  3-43,  3-63,  3-64,  3-65,  3-66,  3-67,  3-69, 

3- 71, 3-72,  3-74,  3-75,  3-114,  4-114,  4-118,  4-120, 

4- 264,  4-265,  4-266,  4-270, 4-280 

Potential  Fossil  Yield  Classification,  ES-1 3,  3-59,  3-60, 
4-105 

President's  New  Energy  for  America  Plan,  ES-2,  1-5,  1-6 
production  well,  ES-8,  2-34,  2-45,  2-56,  2-67,  2-73, 

3- 115,  3-1 1 7,  3-1 1 8,  3-1 21 , 4-21 9,  4-220,  4-224, 
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Map  1.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  location  and  surrounding  land  ownership. 
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Map  2.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  facilities  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Map  3.  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  and  proposed  gen-tie  line. 
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Map  4.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  facilities  under  Sub-alternative  A1 : Photovoltaic. 
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Map  5.  Sonoran  Solar 


Energy  Project  facilities  under  Alternative  A: 


Reduced  Water  (dry-cooled  CST). 
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Map  6.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  facilities  under  Alternative  B:  Reduced  Footprint. 
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Map  7.  Floodplains  and  mapped  drainages  in  a portion  of  the  surface-water  analysis  area. 
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Map  8.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area  and  air  quality  analysis  area. 
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Map  9.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area  and  cultural  resources  analysis  area. 
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Map  10.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area,  geology  and  minerals  analysis  area,  subsidence  areas,  and  geologic  units. 
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Map  11.  Land  ownership  and  jurisdictions  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project. 
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Map  12.  Waste  disposal  facilities  and  access  roads  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project. 
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Map  13.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area  and  land  use  and  access  analysis  area  in  relation  to  existing  land  use  and  special  designations. 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Maps 


Project  Area 
• Access  Points 

Primitive  Roads  within  Analysis 
Area  and  New  Roads 


Proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway 

Transportation  and  Traffic 
Analysis  Area 





(Kilometers 


Secondary  Access, 


.Coconino 


Yavapai 


-N  or-t-tv-NFa  r-i-c 


Pinal 


Yuma 


1 576JWap»v«eportM»p9?0 1 


Si 

4m 

¥ 

/ 

\t 

4 

t-Um  VVi 

ih 

VViiha 

ms  Field  Rd 

.Pea*  R 

/ 

T1S 

Map  14.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area  and  transportation  and  traffic  analysis  area. 
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Map  15.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area,  noise  analysis  area,  and  noise-sensitive  receptors. 
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Map  16.  Potential  fossil  yield  classification  in  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area. 
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Map  17.  Regional  context  of  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  for  the  socioeconomics  analysis. 
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Map  19.  Soil  complexes  and  units  in  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area. 
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Map  20.  Vegetation  communities  in  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area. 
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Map  21.  Key  observation  points  and  viewshed  in  the  visual  analysis  area  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  - Proposed  Action. 
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Map  22.  Key  observation  points  and  viewshed  in  the  visual  analysis  area  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  - Sub-alternative  A1 : Photovoltaic. 
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Map  23.  Interim  VRI  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units. 
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Map  24.  Interim  VRI  Sensitivity  Level  Rating  Units. 
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Map  25.  Interim  VRI  Distance  Zones. 
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Map  26.  Surface  water  flow  directions  in  a portion  of  the  surface  water  analysis  area. 
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Map  27.  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  (groundwater  analysis  area)  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area. 
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Map  28  Gravity  survey  and  exploratory  borings  and  wells  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area. 
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Map  29.  Wildlife  linkages,  sightings,  and  habitat  in  relation  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Area. 
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Map  30.  Cumulative  effects  assessment  area  (CEAA)  Part  1 of  2. 
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Map  31.  Cumulative  effects  assessment  area  (CEAA)  Part  2 of  2. 
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Map  32.  Reasonably  foreseeable  actions  (RFA)  - next  30  years. 


APPENDIX  A. 

Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  A.  Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Appendix  A.  Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 

2.1  Introduction 

This  appendix  provides  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  response  to  comments  received  on  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS).  This  appendix  contains  two  main  sections  in  addition  to  this 
introduction. 

• Section  G.2  provides  a brief  introduction  and  an  overall  summary  of  the  process  of  soliciting, 
receiving,  and  evaluating  comments  on  the  draft  EIS. 

• Section  G.3  provides  instructions  for  finding  specific  comment  letters,  facsimiles  (faxes),  emails 
and  testimony  (henceforth,  collectively  referred  to  as  comment  letters),  as  well  as  agency 
responses  to  those  letters.  Table  A-l  contains  respondent  information  for  all  comment  letters 
received  on  the  draft  EIS.  Table  A-2  contains  a summary  of  substantive  comments  arranged  by 
category  or  resource  discipline,  and  the  agency  response  to  each  comment. 

2.2  Public  Comment  Process 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (as  amended)  (NEPA)  requires  that  agencies  "make 
diligent  efforts  to  involve  the  public  in  ...  NEPA  procedures"  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CFR]  § 
1506.6(a))  and  that  the  agency  assess  and  consider  comments  both  individually  and  collectively  in 
preparing  its  response  (40  CFR  1503.4(a)).  The  following  subsections  summarize  the  effort  undertaken  to 
solicit  comment  of  the  draft  EIS  from  the  public,  and  the  methods  used  for  processing,  analyzing,  and 
responding  to  those  comments. 

Although  this  appendix  deals  primarily  with  the  comments  received  on  the  draft  EIS,  the  reader  should 
also  be  aware  that  public  involvement  preceded  the  release  of  the  draft  EIS,  and  included  comments  on 
the  scope  of  issues  that  should  be  addressed  in  this  EIS  (see  Chapter  5 for  more  information  about  the 
scoping  process). 

2.2.1  Public  and  Agency  Meetings 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  (40  CFR  § 1503.1)  require  that  federal  agencies 
invite  the  public  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft  EIS.  The  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  specifies  a 
comment  period  of  at  least  45  days.  A notice  of  availability  (NOA)  was  published  by  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  the  Federal  Register  (Vol.  75,  No.  14)  on  April  9,  2010, 
announcing  the  availability  of  the  draft  EIS  for  public  review  and  comment.  The  comment  period  closed 
May  24,  2010. 

Following  the  release  of  the  draft  EIS,  the  BLM  hosted  three  public  meetings  in  Maricopa  County, 
Arizona,  to  provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  information  contained  in  the  draft  EIS. 
The  meetings  were  held  on  April  27,  2010,  in  Phoenix,  Arizona;  April  28,  2010,  in  Gila  Bend,  Arizona; 
and  April  29,  2010,  in  Buckeye,  Arizona.  Chapter  5 of  this  EIS  contains  more  information  about  the 
public  meetings. 

2.2.2  Comment  Procedure 

During  the  45 -day  comment  period,  written  comments  were  accepted  through  a variety  of  fonnats, 
including  submittal  at  public  meetings.  Chapter  5 of  this  EIS  contains  a list  of  all  methods  of  comment. 
Individuals  that  submitted  oral  comments  at  the  public  meeting  were  advised  that  in  order  for  the 
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comment  to  be  considered  and  included  in  the  document,  it  needed  to  be  submitted  in  writing.  Comment 
forms  were  provided  at  the  April  27,  28,  and  29,  2010  public  meetings. 

2.2.3  Comment  Processing 

In  all,  161  comment  letters  were  received  during  the  comment  period  for  the  draft  EIS.  Over  80  of  these 
responses  were  email  form  letters;  that  is,  comment  letters  containing  the  exact  same  (or  very  similar) 
verbiage,  which  respondents  received  from  the  Sierra  Club,  and  had  copied  and  pasted  verbatim  into  an 
email  sent  to  the  BLM.  All  form  letters  received  were  from  individual  respondents.  All  comment  letters 
received  by  the  BLM  were  analyzed  and  included  in  a comment  matrix. 

All  comment  letters  were  numbered  sequentially  (beginning  with  1)  and  labeled  with  a code  indicating 
the  type  of  entity  from  which  it  was  received  (i.e.,  individual,  government  agency,  tribe,  business,  or 
nongovernmental  organization).  This  combination  of  number  and  entity  code  resulted  in  a unique 
alphanumeric  identifier  (letter  ID)  for  each  individual  letter  or  form  submitted,  which  was  then  cross- 
referenced  with  the  respondent  contact  information.  Table  A-l,  located  in  Section  A. 3 below,  contains  the 
letter  ID  and  respondent  name  and  entity  name  (if  applicable)  for  all  nonfonn  letter  comments  received. 

2.2. 3. 1 Comment  Analysis  and  Summary 

Each  unique  letter  and  one  form  letter  “master”  was  reviewed  for  the  specific  comment(s)  it  contained. 
Comments  from  each  letter  were  identified  and  organized  into  resource  or  discipline  categories.  This  form 
of  analysis  allows  for  specific  comments  to  be  captured  and  grouped  by  general  topic  or  resource  issue. 

Comments  on  the  spreadsheet  are  identified  by  letter  ID  for  cross-referencing  with  the  contact 
information  table,  which  is  included  as  Table  A-l.  Table  A-2  consists  of  a comment  matrix  of  all 
comments  extracted  from  letters  and  their  associated  responses,  organized  by  topic. 

The  full  text  of  each  comment  letter  received  from  individuals  or  groups  are  in  the  BLM's  Lower  Sonoran 
Field  Office  administrative  record  files,  and  may  be  viewed  upon  request. 

2. 2. 3. 2 Comment  Response 

Consistent  with  NEPA  regulations  (40  § CFR  1503.4(b)),  this  appendix  focuses  on  substantive  comments 
on  the  draft  EIS.  Substantive  comments  include  those  that  challenge  the  information  in  the  draft  EIS  as 
being  accurate  or  inaccurate,  or  that  offer  specific  information  that  may  have  a bearing  on  the  decision.  In 
response  to  substantive  comments,  BLM  could 

• modify  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action; 

• develop  and  evaluate  alternatives  not  previously  given  serious  consideration  by  the  agency; 

• supplement,  improve,  or  modify  its  analyses; 

• make  factual  corrections;  and 

• explain  why  the  comments  do  not  warrant  further  agency  response,  citing  appropriate  sources  or 
authorities.  (40  CFR  § 1503.4(a). 

Comments  that  merely  express  an  opinion  for  or  against  the  Proposed  Action  were  not  identified  as 
requiring  a response.  In  cases  where  the  comment  was  substantive  but  appeared  to  indicate  that 
information  in  the  draft  EIS  was  either  misunderstood  or  unclear,  a response  was  prepared  to  clarify  the 
information. 
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2.3  Reader’s  Guide 

2.3.1  Instructions  for  Referencing  Comments 

Readers  wishing  to  find  specific  comments  and  responses  will  need  to  refer  to  the  following  tables: 

• Table  A-l  Draft  EIS  Respondent  List.  This  list  assigns  a letter  ID  to  all  letter  respondents,  which 
are  listed  by  first  and  last  name,  and/or  entity  name.  Contact  information  is  also  provided  for 
agencies,  businesses,  tribes,  and  nongovernmental  organizations;  contact  information  for 
individuals  has  been  redacted. 

• Table  A-2,  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses.  Each  entry  in  this  table  is  a distinct  comment 
extracted  from  a letter  and  contains  the  letter  ID  (column  A);  the  comment  number  within  the 
letter  (column  (B);  the  resource  discipline  or  category  to  which  the  comment  was  coded  (column 
C);  the  actual  comment  (column  D);  and  its  response  (column  E). 

The  reader  may  find  all  comments  and  responses  associated  with  each  respondent  contained  in  Table  A-2 
by  matching  the  letter  ID  number  with  the  respondent  name/entity  listed  within  Table  A-l.  Responses 
referring  readers  to  information  contained  in  another  comment/response  entry  cite  the  referenced 
comment’s  letter  ID  (column  A)  and  comment  number  (column  B).  For  example,  a response  guiding  the 
reader  to  see  the  response  to  030-G-3  is  referring  the  reader  to  the  third  comment  from  respondent  30-G. 
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128- 1  no  name  given  Personal  contact  information  redacted  ALT  (1);  VIS  (1) 

129- G  John  Fischbach  City  of  Goodyear  190  North  Goodyear  AZ  85338  ALT  (1);  MS  (2);  NOI  (1);  TAC  (1);  TRA 

Litchfield  Rd  (2);  WAT  (6) 
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161- G  RJ  Cardin  Maricopa  County  Parks  & Recreation  Dept.  234  North  Phoenix  AZ  85004  ALT  (5);  CC  (1);  CUM  (2);  MS  (1);  NOI 

Central  Avenue,  (1 );  PRO  (2);  REC  (5);  VEG  (1 );  VIS 

Suite  6400  (1 );  WAT  (2) 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Protect  Final  EIS 


Appendix  A Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Table  A.2  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

18 

145-G 

ALT-3 

Consider  Other  Technoloav 

How  about  investiaatma  the  DOtential  for  methane  (natural  aas)  re-use? 

considered  in  the  EIS  because  it  is  out  of  the  scope  of  the  BLM  s decision  concemina  aooroval  of  a riaht-of-wav 

for  a solar-aeneratina  facility 

128-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Alternative 
Locations 

Needs  more  of  a setback  on  east  side  of  project  (adjacent  to  landowners)  because  of  visual  impacts 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Please  note  that  Alternative  B Reduced  Footprint  was  developed  to  respond  to 
issues,  including  visual  impacts  to  residential  developments,  as  described  in  Section  2.7.1  of  the  draft  EIS 
Visual  impacts  to  residential  developments  to  the  east  of  the  Project  Area  were  addressed  in  Sections  4.17.3  2, 
4 17.4,  and  4.17.5  of  the  draft  EIS 

32 

148-G 

ALT-1 

Consider  Alternative 
Locations 

EPA  is  pleased  that  the  DEIS  provided  discussion  of  other  locations  on  BLM  land  that  were  eliminated  from 
further  discussion,  however,  we  question  whether  the  discussion  of  the  availability  of  groundwater  at  those 
locations  is  appropriate,  given  the  reduced  water  needs  from  dry  cooling. 

Groundwater  availability  was  one  of  several  criteria  used  to  determine  the  relative  suitability  of  each  potential 
location  Because  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  range  of  alternatives  considered  include  water  supply 
requirements  of  up  to  approximately  3,000  acre-feet  per  year,  an  assessment  of  groundwater  supply  was  a 
useful  screenmq  criterion  to  ensure  alternative  feasibility.  The  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  locations  on  BLM 
and  private  lands  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6 

32 

148-G 

ALT-1 

Consider  Alternative 
Locations 

The  cntena  for  evaluating  private  sites  also  raise  many  concerns  Once  a screening  criterion,  such  as  15  miles 
to  the  Jojoba  Switchyard,  is  set,  which  locations  on  BLM  land  such  as  Aguila  do  not  meet,  the  private  options 
become  quickly  limited  We  recommend  that  BLM  reconsider  the  screening  criteria  to  determine  their 
appropriateness.  Recommendation:  The  basis  for  each  screening  criterion  should  be  explained  in  the  FEIS. 

The  explanation  of  how  and  why  each  screening  criterion  was  used  bv  Boulevard  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in 

Section  2.11.6.  In  Section  2.9.6  of  the  draft  EIS  the  BLM  provided  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  locations  on  BLM 

and  private  lands.  This  explanation  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6. 

85 

150-0 

ALT-1 

Consider  Alternative 
Locations 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  Consideration  of  alternative  sites  and  configurations  is  critical  to  ensunng 
the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  project  site  chosen  is  the  best  possible  location  for  the  project  This  consideration 
should  be  based  on  solar  resource,  proximity  to  existing  transmission  and  infrastructure,  and  conflicts  with  other 
resources  and  values  on  the  project  site  The  BLM  must  thoroughly  consider  and  present  the  public  with  a true 
range  of  alternative  sites  in  the  DEIS  Without  thorough  consideration  of  multiple  alternative  sites  and 
configurations,  BLM  will  have  reduced  the  EIS  to  a "foreordained  formality"  and  improperly  limited  the 
alternatives  under  consideration  We  strongly  encourage  the  BLM  to  engage  in  a broader  landscape  level 
assessment  of  solar  development  in  the  desert 

Additional  project  locations  and  configurations  were  considered  in  the  development  of  alternatives  to  the 
Proposed  Action  The  consideration  ol  alternative  sites  is  described  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  2.9.6  Alternate 
Locations  Additionally,  the  SSEP  EIS  is  a site-soecific  assessment,  not  a landscape-level  assessment  A 
programmatic  EIS.  led  by  the  BLM  and  the  Department  of  Energy,  is  being  developed  to  address  the  broader 
landscape-level  planning  for  solar  development  in  the  desert 

3 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  Location 

The  project  proponent  and  BLM  appear  to  have  arbitrarily  eliminated  analyzing  other  locations  for  this  project 
because  of  the  proposed  project  area's  proximity  to  a specific  electrical  substation  and  its  associated 
transmission  lines,  access  to  a natural  gas  line,  and  the  perceived  access  to  subsidized  land  and  water  from  the 
Federal  government,  which  are  solely  economic  criteria 

Boulevard  used  several  criteria  to  eliminate  areas  from  further  consideration  for  their  purposes  in  pursuing  ROWs  for 

solar  development  Among  these  criteria  were  proximity  to  existing  infrastructure,  such  as  a transmission  line,  a 

substation,  a natural  gas  pipeline,  an  adequate  water  supply,  and  highways  and  access  roads.  The  explanation  of  how  and 

why  each  screening  criterion  was  used  bv  Boulevard  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6.  While  these  are 

economic  criteria  in  the  sense  that  proximitv  to  existing  infrastructure  would  reduce  fixed  costs,  they  are  also 

environmental  criteria  since  shorter  transmission  lines  and  pipelines  result  in  fewer  acres  of  disturbance  Also,  bv  locating 

near  existing  infrastructure  development  is  concentrated  in  areas  with  pre-existing  disturbance  In  Section  2.9.6  of  the 

draft  EIS  the  BLM  provided  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  This  explanation  has 

been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6. 

5 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

While  the  DEIS  claims  the  project  proponent  used  a screening  criteria  of  "Wilderness,  wilderness  study  areas, 
areas  of  critical  environmental  concern,  parks,  and  military  installations."  it  is  unclear  why  the  extremely  close 
proximity  of  SDNM  and  the  North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness  area  and  another  wilderness  study  area 
within  SDNM  were  not  used  to  exclude  the  current  proposed  project  site  and  compel  the  examination  of  other 
alternative,  less  environmentally  sensitive  locations. 

The  explanation  of  how  and  why  each  screening  criterion  was  used  bv  Boulevard  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in 

Section  2.11.6.  The  BLM  does  not  consider  the  proximitv  of  the  SSEP  Proiect  Area  to  wilderness,  wilderness  study  areas. 

ACECs.  parks,  or  military  installations  to  be  reason,  bv  itself,  to  not  further  consider  the  area  for  solar  development 

because  the  BLM  does  not  generally  apply  "no  development"  buffers  to  these  areas. 

6 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

The  current  DEIS  is  basically  a document  that  says  build  it  here  at  this  single  location,  or  build  it  slightly  smaller 
here  at  this  single  location,  or  don't  build  it  at  all  This  is  not  how  the  NEPA  process  is  supposed  to  work,  and 
this  is  not  a reasonable  panel  of  feasible  alternatives. 

Section  2.2  of  the  draft  EIS  describes  the  method  by  which  alternatives  were  initially  identified  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  To  ensure  a wide  consideration  of  the  possible  range  of  alternatives,  six  primary  categories 
of  alternatives  were  identified  for  further  consideration 

8 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

Again,  in  this  case,  the  range  of  alternatives  was  arbitrarily  narrowed,  apparently  to  benefit  the  project 
proponent  financially,  much  to  the  detriment  of  SDNM  It  is  inconceivable  that  the  only  place  this  industrial 
'acility  could  be  built  in  the  entire  state  of  Arizona  is  next  to  a National  Monument,  a Wilderness  Area,  and 
another  area  proposed  for  wilderness  The  criteria  and  explanations  the  proponent  use  for  eliminating  building 
on  private  lands  are  vague,  nebulous,  and  it  appears  as  though  they  didn't  try  very  hard  to  make  it  work  at  any 
other  site. 

The  explanation  of  how  and  why  each  screening  criterion  was  used  bv  Boulevard  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in 

Section  2.11.6.  Section  2.11.6.2  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  additional  BLM  rationale  for  eliminating 

alternative  private  land  locations  from  detailed  analysis  in  the  EIS  analysis 
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9 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

The  alternative  of  examining  other  possible  locations  for  this  facility  is  both  reasonable  and  feasible  as 
witnessed  by  the  plethora  of  proposed  projects  across  the  Southwestern  United  States,  including  Arizona  For 
example,  just  a few  miles  south  of  the  current  project  area,  another  solar  project  is  planned  for  already- 
disturbed  farmland  in  an  area  which  would  not  impact  any  National  Monuments  directly  or  indirectly 

The  explanation  for  whv  other  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  were  eliminated  from  detailed  analvsis  has  been 

expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6 

11 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

Unlike  other  energy  sources,  solar  generation  is  not  tied  to  a specific  location,  unlike  say  oil  or  gas  It  is  not  like 
a mine,  which  is  tied  to  the  specific  location  of  a particular  mineral  occurrence  Instead,  the  sun  is  available 
across  the  planet  (Germany  of  all  places  is  reportedly  a world  leader  in  solar  production  and  is  a country  not 
particularly  known  for  a hot,  sunny  climate) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

12 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

While  the  American  Southwest  is  a particularly  sunny  spot,  there  is  nothing  that  says  this  specific  proposed 
project  area,  next  to  a National  Monument  of  importance  to  all  Americans,  has  any  monopoly  on  access  to 
sunlight  any  more  than  an  alternative  location  say  fifty  miles  away  Industrial  facilities  like  this  solar  project  can 
basically  be  built  anywhere,  and  there  are  many  out  there  already 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

30 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

In  summary,  the  current  DEIS  is  inadequate  The  BLM  must  fulfill  its  responsibility  to  protect  and  buffer  SDNM 
from  incompatible  uses  near  its  boundary  (such  as  this  project)  and  look  at  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  this 
proposed  project  location,  not  simply  a location  preferred  by  the  project  proponent 

The  explanation  for  whv  other  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  were  eliminated  from  detailed  analvsis  has  been 

expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6  Further,  the  BLM  does  not  consider  the  proximity  of  the  SSEP  Project  Area  to 

wilderness,  wilderness  studv  areas.  ACECs.  parks,  or  military  installations  to  be  reason,  bv  itself,  to  not  further  consider 

the  area  for  solar  development  because  the  BLM  does  not  generally  applv  "no  development"  buffers  to  these  areas. 

34 

162-1 

ALT-1 

Consider  Other  location 

If  the  project  proponent  insists  on  the  current  proposed  location  then  BLM  has  only  one  alternative,  which  is  to 
deny  issuance  of  the  requested  ROW  permit/grant  to  the  project  proponent 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

11 

129-G 

ALT-10 

Relocate  Power  blocks 

To  insure  noise  impacts  are  minimized,  the  proponent  should  consider  locating  the  power  blocks  as  far  from 
residential  land  as  reasonably  possible.  Shifting  the  125MW  power  block  - mile  to  the  west  should  be 
considered  to  ensure  that  noise  is  mitigated  by  distance  as  much  as  reasonably  possible 

Alternative  B Reduced  Footprint  was  designed  to  address  potential  impacts  to  residences,  and  locates  the 
power  blocks  as  far  from  residential  land  as  possible  while  still  meeting  project  needs 

140-G 

ALT-10 

Relocate  Power  blocks 

For  visual  reasons,  it  is  proposed  that  the  power  blocks,  especially,  are  situated  more  north  than  the  plan 
drawings  indicate  Instead  of  situating  the  power  generation  in  the  middle  of  each  field,  push  both  blocks  back, 
extending  as  far  away  from  the  Monument/Wilderness  as  possible,  which  decreases  the  visual  impact  and 
places  the  structure  more  in  line  or  even  with  the  background  vegetation  and  mountain  range  [viewed  as  critical 
visual  mitigation  factor]. 

This  suggested  mitigation  is  not  feasible  because  the  power  blocks  need  to  be  centrally  located  within  the  fields 
to  gam  thermal  efficiency  and  minimize  pumping  energy  losses 

3 

140-G 

ALT-1 1 

Limit  structure  heights 

Limit  the  height  of  structures  so  that  the  power  blocks,  cooling  systems,  storage  tanks,  and  towers  are  NOT 
higher  than  the  background  vegetation  [viewed  as  critical  visual  mitigation  factor  | 

To  be  economically  viable,  the  SSEP  is  designed  to  use  primarily  standard  power  block  equipment  commonly 
available  from  a variety  of  vendors  Therefore,  the  suggested  mitigation  could  not  be  feasibly  implemented 
given  the  standard  sizes  of  some  equipment  in  excess  of  the  height  of  Project  Area  vegetation  The  visual 
simulations  of  these  impacts  from  key  observation  points  have  been  included  in  the  final  EIS  in  Appendix  H 

1 

139-G 

ALT-12 

Consider  changing 
Alternatives  to  Proposed 
Action 

The  Town  of  Buckeye  is  concerned  about  the  high  water  demands  of  the  wet-cooled  technology  The  water 
demands  of  Alternative  A,  a dry-cooled  technology,  are  only  about  5%  of  the  water  demands  of  a dry-cooled 
technology  For  this  reason  the  Town  of  Buckeye  requests  implementation  of  Alternative  A,  a dry-cooled 
technology 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

5 

139-G 

ALT-12 

Consider  changing 
Alternatives  to  Proposed 
Action 

Therefore,  if  the  SSEP  withdraws  large  volumes  of  groundwater,  it  will  be  using  low-cost  groundwater  that 
Goodyear,  Buckeye,  or  other  Arizona  water  users  may  need  in  the  future  This  may  force  the  SSEP's  neighbors 
to  purchase  future  water  supplies  at  a much  higher  cost  For  this  reason,  the  Town  of  Buckeye  recommends 
that  Alternative  A,  a dry-cooled  technology,  be  implemented 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

38 

150-0 

ALT- 12 

Consider  changing 
Alternatives  to  Proposed 
Action 

If  dry  cooling  or  hybrid  cooling  is  determined  to  be  technically  and  economically  feasible,  BLM  should  select  the 
least  water-intensive  cooling  method  as  the  agency's  Preferred  Alternative 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

39 

150-0 

ALT- 12 

Consider  changing 
Alternatives  to  Proposed 
Action 

If  BLM  chooses  wet  cooling  as  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  agency  should  strongly  consider  use  of  the  brine 
concentrator  to  limit  some  of  the  water  demands  of  SSEP 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

2 

2£ 

ALT-3 

Consider  Other  Technology 

In  my  comments  on  the  draft  1 offered  what  an  adjacent  solar  utility  project  is  proposing.  1 believe  that  the  EIS 
should  address  what  the  plans  are  for  the  City  of  Phoenix  utility  grade  solar  power  plant.  This  latest  article  in  the 
Phoenix  Business  Journal, 

http  .//phoenix  bizjournals  com/phoenix/stories/201 0/04/1 2/daily64  html#ixzzOIYYUrbjk,  makes  the  dismissive 
statement  in  the  draft  EIS  about  CPV  engine  systems  seem  as  if  the  technology  is  not  suited  for  this  area 

The  article  provided  references  to  the  manufacture  of  solar  engine  components  rather  than  a utility-scale  project 
of  similar  size  to  the  SSEP  As  explained  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  2 9 5 Alternative  Solar  Technologies,  the 
technologies  to  be  manufactured  in  the  plant  cited  in  the  article  are  not  sufficiently  commercially  proven  at  the 
utility  scale  to  be  considered  a feasible  alternative  for  this  project  This  is  not  a statement  on  the  feasibility  of 
these  technologies  for  use  in  other  projects. 
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Consider  Other  Technology 

Like  photovoltaic  technology,  there  are  few,  if  any,  parabolic  trough  solar  thermal  facilities  operating  in  the  U S 
at  the  scale  proposed  by  the  SSEP  The  FEIS  should  consider  alternative  solar  energy  generating  technologies 
that  may  reduce  the  resource  impacts  of  the  project 

In  the  draft  EIS  several  alternative  solar  technologies  were  considered  but  not  carried  forward  for  detailed 
analysis  due  to  their  generally  unproven  nature  at  a commercial  utility  scale  (see  Section  2.9.5).  In  the  final  EIS 
photovoltaic  technology  is  considered  in  detail  as  a sub-alternative  to  the  reduced  water  use  alternative  (see 
Section  2.7). 

33 

150-0 

ALT-3 

Consider  Other  Technology 

Similarly  the  DEIS  appears  to  dismiss  hybrid  cooling  out  of  hand  by  assuming  that  a hybrid  cooling  system 
would  involve  essentially  a full-sized  dry  system  and  a full-size  wet  system  (p  2-46)  This  result  seems  counter- 
intuitive, and  deserves  more  explanation 

A more  detailed  explanation  of  the  reasons  that  a hybrid  cooling  system  would  involve  essentially  a full-sized 
dry  system  and  a full-sized  wet  system  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  2 1T2  of  the  final  EIS 

ALT-3 

Consider  Other  Technology 

Also  in  need  of  further  explanation  is  the  statement  later  on  that  page  that  "A  hybrid-cooled  plant  designed  in  an 
optimal  fashion  begins  to  mimic  the  costs  of  a dry-cooled  plant " There  are  a number  of  hybrid  and  dry  cooled 
power  plants  in  operation  today  that  illustrate  the  technical  and  economic  feasibility  of  low  water  use  cooling  in 
some  situations  A study  by  the  California  Energy  Commission's  Public  Interest  Energy  Research  (CA  PIER) 
program  detailed  years  of  data  from  five  dry  or  hybrid  cooled  power  plants  (four  combined  cycle  natural  gas 
plants  and  one  wood  waste  fired  plant)  and  found  limited  difficulties  with  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  dry 
and  hybrid  cooled  systems 

In  Section  2 1_T2  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  why  hybrid-cooled  plants  begin  to  mimic  dry-cooled 
plants  Please  note  that  a fully  dry-cooled  alternative  (Alternative  A Reduced  Water  Use)  was  retained  for 
detailed  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS 

ALT-4 

Proposed  Action  Operational 
Details/Questions 

pg  2-16  Section  2 5 2.2  5 Table  2.2  The  "Capacity"  column  entries  for  MMBtu  input  capacity  must  be  clarified 
either  in  the  column  title  or  in  a footnote  to  indicate  that  this  represents  the  burner  equipment  specification,  not 
the  actual  thermal  input  or  fuel  design  capacity  for  gas-co-fired  operation  The  fuel  input  level  is  limited  to  a rate 
less  than  the  burner  specification  due  to  other  process  factors  (Refer  to  Table  4 2,  for  example) 

This  section  has  been  clarified  in  the  final  EIS  as  suggested 

150-0 

ALT-4 

Proposed  Action  Operational 
Details/Questions 

Though  the  DEIS  states  that  "The  ultimate  construction  and  use  of  thermal  energy  storage  (TES)  would  depend 
on  the  direct  preference  of  customers  (i.e  , those  entities  purchasing  the  power  from  the  SSEP),  which  could 
change  over  the  life  of  the  SSEP"  (p.  2-5),  BLM  can  and  should  recommend  to  the  customers  that  TES  be 
implemented 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

ALT-4 

Proposed  Action  Operational 
Details/Questions 

BLM  should  maintain  flexibility  for  the  construction  of  TES  in  the  FEIS,  and  the  agency  should  recommend  to 
the  customers  of  SSEP  that  it  be  implemented 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

45 

150-0 

ALT-4 

Proposed  Action  Operational 
Details/Questions 

Though  the  use  of  Heat  Transfer  Fluid  (HTF)  is  discussed  at  length  in  the  DEIS,  the  actual  contents  and 
composition  of  the  HTF  does  not  appear  to  be  detailed  anywhere  BLM  should  provide  this  information  to  the 
public  in  the  FEIS 

Additional  information  on  the  contents  and  composition  of  the  HTF  has  been  added  to  Section  2 5 2 2 2 of  the 
final  EIS 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

pg  2-63  Table  2.14 

Table  is  more  or  less  a summary  of  results  and  a comparison  of  results  rather  than  a summary  of  specific 
mpacts  The  public  needs  to  know  the  impact  of  the  results.  It  is  unclear  how  this  information  is  useful  other 
han  a summary  of  key  parameters  for  each  alternative  It  might  also  be  helpful  if  the  mitigation  and  residual 
mpacts  were  added  so  the  public  could  see  the  impacts  after  mitigation  is  applied 

Table  2.14  in  the  draft  EIS  presents  a comparison  of  the  impacts  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  each 
alternative.  A summary  of  key  parameters  is  provided  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  2 13  Comparison  of  Alternatives 
In  the  draft  EIS  potential  mitigation  measures  were  addressed  at  the  end  of  each  resource  section  in  Chapter  4 
in  the  sections,  Additional  Mitigation  Measures  The  residual  impacts  after  application  of  these  potential 
mitigation  measures  are  disclosed  in  the  Residual  Impacts  section  that  follows  the  Additional  Mitigation 
Measures  section  The  residual  impacts  analysis  assumes  the  application  of  all  proposed  mitigation  which  is  not 
part  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  For  clarity,  "Additional  Mitigation  Measures"  has  been  changed  to 
"Potential  Mitigation  Measures"  in  the  final  EIS 

148-G 

ALT-5 

General  Clantication  between 
Alternative  Operations 

The  FEIS  should  discuss  the  benefits  of  the  Brine  Concentrator,  including  the  reduced  size  of  evaporation 
ponds  and  the  reduced  impact  to  birds  and  bats 

The  impacts  resulting  from  the  application  of  a brine  concentrator  are  discussed  where  applicable  for  each 
resource  in  Chapter  4 of  the  draft  EIS.  In  addition,  the  reduced  size  of  evaporative  ponds  is  mentioned  in  the 
draft  EIS  in  Section  2.8  Reduced  Water  Use  Option  Brine  Concentrator,  and  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  2 13 
Comparison  Of  Alternatives.  In  working  with  AZGFD  (a  cooperating  agency),  it  was  determined  that  there  was 
no  evidence  that  a reduction  in  the  size  of  evaporative  ponds  would  result  in  a reduction  in  the  potential  for 
mpacts  to  birds  and  bats  BLM  has  deferred  to  AZGFD's  expertise  in  regard  to  this  analysis 

6 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 

Analysis  of  hybrid  and  dry  coolmq  in  the  DEIS  is  madeauate.  and  BLM  should  provide  further  analvsis  of  the 

Alternative  ODerations 

mpacts  of  these  cooling  options  to  the  levelized  cost  of  electricity,  the  annualized  electrical  oroduction.  and  the 

■apilal  cost  of  SSEP 

analysis  Dry  cooling  was  retained  for  detailed  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS.  Additional  information  related  to  the 

cost  of  hybrid  cooling  has  been  added  to  Section  2.1 1 .2.3  of  the  final  EIS. 

9 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

aiven  the  many  resources  that  would  be  impacted  by  SSEP  [reference  to  list  of  impacts  discussed  on  pages  4- 
74-184  of  the  DEIS]  BLM  should  select  an  alternative  that  minimizes  those  impacts  as  well  as  requires  robust 
mitigation  measures  and  defines  how  the  efficacy  of  those  mitigation  measures  will  be  evaluated 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 
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32 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

Though  the  DEIS  does  nominally  analyze  both  wet  and  dry  cooling,  as  well  as  a brine  concentrator  option,  the 
analysis  does  not  appear  to  be  very  deep.  In  particular,  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  optimization  of 
the  size  of  the  solar  field  relative  to  the  size  of  the  power  block  for  a dry-cooling  option,  something  that  could 
potentially  limit  the  increase  in  the  LCE  associated  with  dry  cooling 

Further  discussion  of  how  Alternative  A was  optimized  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  2.6  of  the  final  EIS 
Further  optimization  may  take  place,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  any  BLM  approval,  should  that 
alternative  be  selected  in  the  record  of  decision  (ROD) 

35 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

Overall,  additional  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  of  dry  and  hybrid  cooling  to  the  capital  costs,  annual  output, 
and  LCE  from  SSEP  will  be  necessary  to  determine  which  option  makes  the  most  sense  from  environmental, 
economic  and  technical  perspectives 

As  described  in  Section  2.9.2  of  the  draft  EIS.  hybrid  cooling  would  not  provide  environmental  benefits  relative 
to  a dry-cooled  system  (considered  in  detail  under  Alternative  A)  and  has  not  been  carried  forward  for  detailed 
analysis  Dry  cooling  was  retained  for  detailed  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS  Additional  information  related  to  the 
cost  of  hybrid  cooling  has  been  added  to  Section  2-H-2-3  of  the  final  EIS. 

36 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

Furthermore.  BLM  should  consider  how  the  use  of  wet  cooling  in  an  arid  region  could  impact  public  support  for 
this  project  and  future  projects 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

37 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 

BLM  should  provide  further  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  of  drv  and  hybrid  coolina  to  the  LCE.  the 

As  described  in  Section  2.9.2  of  the  draft  EIS.  hvbrid  coolina  would  not  provide  environmental  benefits  relative 

Alternative  ODerations 

annualized  electrical  production,  and  the  capital  cost  of  from  SSEP 

to  a drv-cooled  svstem  (considered  in  detail  under  Alternative  A)  and  has  not  been  carried  forward  for  detailed 

analysis  Dry  coolina  was  retained  for  detailed  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS.  Additional  information  related  to  the 

cost  of  hvbrid  coolina  has  been  added  to  Section  2.11 .2.3  of  the  final  EIS. 

40 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

Furthermore,  the  BLM  should  consider  the  negative  impact  that  wet  cooling  could  have  on  public  support  for 
this  project,  as  well  as  potential  negative  impacts  to  future  projects  due  to  public  concern  about  water  use  for 
cooling 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

67 

150-0 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 
Alternative  Operations 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  More  broadly,  however,  our  concerns  lead  us  to  ask  that  a less  water- 
intensive system  that  does  not  add  significantly  to  the  cost  of  generating  electricity  is  considered  and  analyzed 
in  the  DEIS  The  BLM  should  analyze  alternatives  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  use  hybrid  or  dry  cooled  systems  to 
determine  whether  these  options  may  be  technically  and  economically  viable  and  could  minimize  potential 
impacts  to  water  resources  and  other  related  environmental  impacts 

A dry-cooled  alternative  was  fully  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  (Alternative  A Reduced  Water  Use).  A hybrid 
cooling  system  was  considered  but  dropped  from  detailed  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS  (please  see  Section  2.9.2  of 
ihe  draft  EIS).  In  the  final  EIS  photovoltaic  technology  is  considered  in  detail  as  a sub-alternative  to  the  reduced 
water  use  alternative 

19 

161-G 

ALT-5 

General  Clanfication  between 

2.5.2.11.2  Liahtma  Svstem  Liahts  that  don't  attract  nocturnal  insects  should  be  used  to  prevent  a "sink"  effect 

As  discussed  in  Section  4 17.3.4  of  the  draft  EIS.  liahtina  for  the  SSEP  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  be 

Alternative  ODerations 

that  would  result  in  the  unnecessary  death  of  native  creatures  that  are  near  the  bottom  of  the  food  chain  for 

desianed  to  provide  the  minimum  illumination  needed  to  achieve  safety  and  security  obiectives 

local  wildlife  or  that  pollinate  native  plants 

21 

161-G 

ALT-5 

General  Clarification  between 

4 3.4  1 Emissions  from  Construction.  Veaetation  Loss,  and  SSEP  Operations  mentions  the  followma:  "Once  the 

The  drafl  EIS  used  a conservative  approach  to  estimate  total  metric  tons  of  carbon  dioxide  eauivalents  that 

Alternative  Operations 

Project  Area  veaetation  has  been  cleared,  it  would  be  sent  to  area  landfills  where  its  decav  would  result  in 

would  be  aenerated  as  a result  of  proiect  activities,  includma  site  aradma  Section  4.3.10  of  the  final  EIS  has 

methane  GHG  emissions  that  would  not  otherwise  occur."  We  auestion  whv  such  a huae  volume  of  natural 

been  updated  to  include  a mitiaation  measure  to  reduce  landfillina  of  site  veqetation 

material  should  be  sent  to  a landfill,  shortenma  its  lifespan  and  hastenina  the  need  tor  a new  landfill  site  We 

also  suaaest  that  the  veaetation  be  sent  to  a compostma  facility  so  it  can  eventually  be  reused 

2 

FORM 

LETTER 

ALT-6 

Combine  Alt  A and  Alt  B 

1 encourage  you  to  look  at  an  alternative  that  both  reduces  the  footprint  of  the  project  and  utilizes  dry  cooling,  so 
that  the  water  use  for  the  project  is  minimal.  In  our  and  state,  it  is  essential  that  we  seek  to  conserve  our 
precious  groundwater 

The  draft  EIS  analyzed  in  detail  a range  of  action  alternatives  consisting  of  the  Proposed  Action,  a full  footprint 
alternative  utilizing  dry-cooling,  and  a reduced  footprint  alternative  utilizing  wet-cooling  A water  use  reducing 
technology  (brine  concentrator)  was  also  analyzed  in  detail  as  an  option  applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
the  reduced  footprint  alternatives  A reduced  footprint  and  dry-cooled  alternative  is  therefore  within  the  range  of 
alternatives  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS.  Based  on  the  analysis  it  is  within  the  BLM's  decision  space  to 
combine  both  a reduced  footprint  and  dry-cooling  in  the  ROD,  and  a separate  reduced  footprint  dry-cooled 
alternative  need  not  be  analyzed  as  a standalone  alternative  Further,  in  the  final  EIS  photovoltaic  technology  is 
considered  in  detail  as  a sub-alternative  to  the  reduced  water  use  alternative  This  alternative  involves  a 
reduced  footprint  as  well  as  reduced  water  use  (Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS  for  a detailed 
explanation  of  the  photovoltaic  alternative) 

3 

12-T 

ALT-6 

Combine  Alt  A and  Alt  B 

We  recommend  combining  the  advantages  of  each  [Alternative  A,  dry  cooling  and  Alternative  B.  reduced 
footprint]  if  possible 

Same  response  for  Comment  #2,  directly  above  (FORM  LETTER-2). 

26 

148-G 

ALT-6 

Combine  Alt  A and  Alt  B 

The  FEIS  should  describe  anv  potential  benefits  from  usina  the  Brine  Concentrator  as  an  option  combined  with 

The  draft  EIS  analyzed  in  detail  a range  of  action  alternatives  consisting  of  the  Proposed  Action,  a full  footprint 

alternative  utilizing  dry-cooling,  and  a reduced  footprint  alternative  utilizing  wet-cooling  A water  use  reducing 

technoloav  (brine  concentrator)  was  also  analyzed  in  detail  as  an  option  applicable  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 

the  reduced  footprint  alternatives  A reduced  footprint  and  dry-cooled  alternative  is  therefore  within  the  range  of 

alternatives  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS  Based  on  the  analysis  it  is  within  the  BLM's  decision  space  to 

combine  both  a reduced  footprint  and  drv-coolina  in  the  ROD,  and  a separate  reduced  footprint  dry-cooled 

alternative  need  not  be  analyzed  as  a standalone  alternative  Further,  in  the  final  EIS  photovoltaic  technology  is 

considered  in  detail  as  a sub-alternative  to  the  reduced  water  use  alternative  This  alternative  involves  a 

reduced  footprint  as  well  as  reduced  water  use.  (Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS  for  a detailed 

explanation  of  the  photovoltaic  alternative) 
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Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 
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Text 

Response 

4 

FORM 

LETTER 

ALT-7 

Limit  Natural  Gas  Usaqe 

Finally,  this  Droiect  should  be  a trulv  renewable  Droiect  and  not  be  usina  natural  aas  ud  to  25  oercent  of  the 

It  would  not  be  feasible  to  eliminate  natural  aas  usaae  under  the  Proposed  Action  or  other  action  alternatives 

time  If  it  was  on  private  land,  then  that  would  be  a choice  the  aDDlicant  could  make,  but  considerina  it  is  on 

considered  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS  Natural  aas  co-firina  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  heat  transfer  fluid  from 

public  lands  and  utilizina  Dublic  resources.  1 encouraae  vou  to  seek  to  ensure  that  the  Dublic  benefits  are 

freezina  Also,  althouah  elimmatma  the  use  of  natural  aas  would  reduce  areenhouse  aas  emissions  as  a result 

maximized,  includma  the  areenhouse  aas  benefits.  1 ask  that  vou  evaluate  utilizina  additional  storaae  for  the 

of  this  project,  this  would  also  limit  the  power  purchaser's  flexibility  in  meetina  electrical  demands  in  the  service 

facility  and  limitina  the  use  of  natural  aas  further 

area  A more  detailed  explanation  of  considerations  with  respect  to  natural  aas  usaae  has  been  added  to 

Section  2 5.2  2.5  of  the  final  EIS.  Finally,  an  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technoloav  (described  in  Section 

2.7  of  the  final  EIS)  has  been  analyzed  in  detail  as  Sub-alternative  Ai  This  alternative  does  not  use  or  reauire 

natural  aas 

3 

74-1 

ALT-7 

Limit  Natural  Gas  Usage 

1 hope  that  this  plant  quickly  becomes  solar-powered  itself  and  requires  no  dirty  fuels  to  operate  it 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

4 

77-1 

ALT-7 

Limit  Natural  Gas  Usage 

1 am  concerned  that  use  of  natural  gas  be  eliminated  from  the  project 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

79 

150-0 

ALT-7 

Limit  Natural  Gas  Usage 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  expanded  to  replace  the  thermal  input  provided  by  gas.  Moreover,  the 
levelized  cost  of  providing  storage  rather  than  natural  gas  support  may  not  be  significant  (We  also  understand 
that  gas  provides  a level  of  certainty  that  may  allow  NextEra  to  ask  for  a higher  price  for  its  power ) However, 
the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project's  proposed  configuration  raises  the  larger  question  of  why  a renewable 
energy  project  would  limit  its  usefulness  in  generating  carbon-free  electricity  by  generating  any  significant 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  The  BLM  and  NextEra  should  consider  storage  as  an  alternative  means  of  meeting 
peak-related  energy  demands  It  is  clearly  economically  feasible  as  this  is  the  configuration  being  developed  for 
the  proposed  Solana  facility  in  Gila  Bend  as  well  as  for  Starwood  1 in  the  Harquahala  Valley 

Both  thermal  energy  storage  (TES)  and  gas  backup  have  been  included  as  potential  means  of  providing 
dispatchable  power  under  the  action  alternatives.  As  described  in  Section  2.5.1  of  the  draft  EIS.  the  purpose  of 
the  TES  would  be  to  increase  daily  hours  of  operation,  shift  energy  production  into  peak  periods,  and  make  up 
production  during  periods  of  extended  cloud  cover  The  ultimate  construction  and  use  of  TES  would  depend  on 
the  direct  preference  of  customers  (i.e  , those  entities  purchasing  the  power  from  the  SSEP),  which  could 
change  over  the  life  of  the  SSEP. 

82 

150-0 

ALT-7 

Limit  natural  Gas  Usaae 

from  Attach  A.  scoDina  letter  NextEra  must  provide  the  enerav  profile  (capacity  factor  and  time  of  enerav 

Given  that  natural  aas  co-firma  for  enerav  production  is  at  the  offtakers  option  to  meet  peak  load  demand  it  is 

output)  that  is  desired  from  the  plant  so  the  public  will  have  a better  understandma  of  the  project's  proposed  use 

not  possible  to  pinpoint  the  dearee  of  natural  aas  co-firina  thaf  would  occur  followina  project  implementation 

of  aas  The  BLM  and  NextEra  should  consider  storaae  as  an  alternative  means  of  meetina  peak-related  enerav 

However.  25%  of  enerav  production  is  the  maximum  enerav  output  any  offtaker  would  be  able  to  produce  usina 

demands 

natural  aas  co-firina  More  discussion  concernina  the  ranae  of  possible  natural  aas  co-fmna  up  to  25%  has 

been  added  to  Section  2 5 2 2 5 of  the  final  EIS 

Further.  Section  4.3  of  the  draft  EIS  includes  a comprehensive  summary  of  GHG  emissions  associated  with  the 

proiect.  This  includes  carbon  dioxide  emissions  associated  with  the  natural  aas  component  In  the  final  EIS 

Section  4.3  has  been  updated  to  show  the  ranae  of  CO.,  emissions  possible  for  the  proiect  Plant  start-uo  and 

freeze  protection  uses  dictate  the  minimum  amount  of  natural  aas  reauired  to  operate  the  SSEP 

3 

FORM 

LETTER 

ALT-8 

Reduce  footprint  and/or 
proximity  to 
SDNM/wilderness 

Considering  the  proximity  of  the  project  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument,  1 also  would  like  to  see  the 
footprint  reduced  and  to  the  greatest  degree  possible  kept  closer  to  the  disturbed  areas  nearby  and  away  from 
the  monument  and  wilderness 

A reduced  footprint  alternative  was  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  as  Alternative  B,  Reduced  Footpnnt  This 
alternative  was  developed  in  part  to  address  potential  impacts  to  the  Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument 
Given  the  constraints  of  existing  land  uses  surrounding  the  Project  Area,  as  well  as  other  resource  concerns,  it 
was  not  possible  to  locate  the  Proiect  Area  under  Alternative  B further  from  the  Sonoran  Deserl  National 
Monument 

A consideration  of  photovoltaic  technoloav  has  been  added  as  a sub-alternative  in  the  final  EIS.  This  sub- 

alternative  also  has  a reduced  footprint  as  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action,  but  aiven  the  constraints  of 

existina  land  uses  surroundina  the  Proiect  Area,  as  well  as  other  resource  concerns,  it  was  not  possible  to 

locate  the  Proiect  Area  under  Sub-alternative  Ai  further  from  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument 

Additional  explanation  concerning  the  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  configurations  from  detailed  analysis 
has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.1 1.9. 

4 

137-T 

ALT-8 

Reduce  footprint  and/or 
proximity  to 
SDNM/wilderness 

It  is  inappropriate  to  site  this  3,700  acre  facility  next  to  two  wilderness  areas  and  a National  Monument.  It  should 
be  relocated 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

5 

FORM 

LETTER 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

1 also  encourage  the  BLM  to  continue  to  seek  to  site  these  renewable  energy  projects  on  disturbed  lands  to  the 
greatest  degree  possible. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

2 

74-1 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

1 sincerely  hope  this  is  land  that  has  been  previously  degraded  from  some  other  purpose  like  agriculture  and  it 
is  not  an  untouched  area  of  land 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

8 

150-0 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

While  we  of  course  prefer  that  whenever  possible  projects  are  sited  on  disturbed  areas  such  as  some 
agricultural  or  mined  lands,  this  site  does  not  have  significant  conflicts.  NextEra  should  generally  be 
commended  for  their  efforts  to  identify  a good  site 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

A-17 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  A Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 
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Comment 

No. 

Letter  No 
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Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Renewable  resource  development  Is  not  appropriate  everywhere  on  the 
public  lands,  however,  and  development  that  does  occur  on  the  public  lands  must  take  place  in  a responsible 
manner  We  think  it  is  most  appropriate  to  seek  disturbed  sites  or  sites  where  the  facility  will  not  result  in  a net 
increase  in  water  use 

The  consideration  of  other  locations,  including  private  and  disturbed  "brownfields"  locations,  is  described  in 
Section  2.9.6  of  the  draft  EIS.  The  draft  EIS  also  includes  consideration  of  Alternative  A Reduced  Water  Use 
The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  consider  photovoltaic  technoloav  as  a sub-alternative  to  the  reduced  water 

use  alternative 

150-0 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter.  Attachment  A — Criteria  for  use  in  identifying  aopropriate  areas  for 
development 

In  general,  we  support  siting  of  generation  facilities  on  private  and  state  trust  lands  over  public  lands  Private 
lands  are  preferable  in  that  they  include  disturbed  lands,  are  typically  located  near  transmission  facilities  and 
other  infrastructure,  and  may  retain  existing  water  rights.  These  may  include  retired  agricultural  lands,  entitled 
lands,  and  mining  lands. 

With  respect  to  public  lands,  U S Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  in  particular,  it  is  most  appropriate  to 
consider  areas  that  have  been  previously  disturbed,  leaving  untrammeled  desert  areas  in  their  natural  state  to 
the  greatest  extent  possible 

The  consideration  of  other  locations,  including  private  and  disturbed  "brownfields"  locations  is  described  in  the 
draft  EIS  in  Section  2.9.6. 

3 

161-G 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

We  fully  support  such  proiect  being  built  on  private  land,  especially  degraded  agricultural  land,  as  well  as  old 
mine  sites  on  public  land,  landfills  and  other  such  areas  with  little  ecological  or  scenic  values 

The  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section 

2.11.6. 

11 

161-G 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

This  project  would  take  away  a huge  area  of  such  space  We  are  all  for  solutions  to  global  warming  and  US 
energy  independence,  but  we  believe  such  land-intensive  facilities  should  be  located  on  underused  or  unused 
private  farmland,  of  which  there  is  plenty  in  Arizona  According  to  2 9 6 2 Alternative  Private  Land  Locations, 
only  three  areas  of  private  land  were  explored  It  is  likely  there  are  many  feasible  areas  that  can  be  assembled 
lor  luture  projects  without  the  pressure  of  a deadline  Building  the  plant  on  old.  unused,  level  farm  fields  would 
likely  require  less  grading  for  construction  as  well  as  for  reclamation  afterwards,  resulting  in  greater  net  energy 
production. 

The  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section 

2 11  6 Per  BLM  IM  2011-059  The  BLM  will  not  tvoicallv  analvze  a nonfederal  land  alternative  for  a riaht-of-wav 

application  on  public  lands  because  such  an  alternative  does  not  resDond  to  the  BLM  s Dunoose  and  need  to 

consider  an  application  for  the  authorized  use  of  oublic  lands  for  renewable  enerav  develODment 

18 

161-G 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

While  this  may  be  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS,  and  while  we  prefer  to  see  such  projects  take  place  on 
Dreviously  disturbed  land,  we  believe  that  if  undisturbed  land  is  used,  an  equal  amount  of  similar  or  better 
habitat  on  an  area  at  least  equal  to  the  disturbed  area  should  be  acquired  from  the  State  or  private  owners  and 
permanently  protected  from  development 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

33 

162-1 

ALT-9 

Locate  on  previously 
disturbed  land 

Other  locations  that  are  on  previously  disturbed  and/or  damaged  landscapes  (such  as  retired  farmlands)  and 
preferably  on  private  land  would  be  acceptable  for  the  current  project  as  long  as  any  alternative  project  location 
s at  a reasonable  distance  from  sensitive  areas  such  as  National  Monuments 

The  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section 

2 116  Per  BLM  IM  2011-059  "The  BLM  will  not  tvoicallv  analvze  a nonfederal  land  alternative  for  a right-of-wav 

application  on  public  lands  because  such  an  alternative  does  not  respond  to  the  BLM's  purpose  and  need  to  consider  an 

application  for  the  authorized  use  of  public  lands  for  renewable  energv  development  " 

1 

3-G 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

The  project  area  is  not  located  in  a nonattainment  area  for  10-micron  pollutants  (PM10)  and  ozone  The  project 
s likely  to  have  a less  than  de  minimus  impact  on  air  pollution,  nevertheless,  considering  prevailing  winds  near 
he  metropolitan  Phx  Serious  PM,0  Nonattainment  Area,  the  side  of  the  project,  and  to  comply  with  other 
applicable  air  pollution  control  requirements  and  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  public  health  and  welfare,  the 
ollowmg  information  (and  mitigation  measures]  are  provided 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

3 

±1 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

The  project  states  that  currently  air  quality  has  08  particulates  and  construction  will  increase  the  particulates  to 
4.3  which  are  equal  to  the  City  of  Phoenix. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

9-G 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

Confirming  our  telecon  today,  referencing  our  letter  dated  April  23.  2010,  and  our  File  Number  236070  on  the 
Sonoran  Energy  Project  We  were  in  error  The  project  area  described  is  in  a nonattainment  area  for  10-micron 
pollutants  (PM,0)  and  ozone  We  apologize  for  any  inconvenience  The  documents  sent  and  comments  made 
would  apply  since  it  is  a PM,0  nonattainment  area 

Thank  you  for  the  correction  to  your  comment  letter 

1 

10-G 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

The  proposed  project  area  is  located  in  a nonattainment  area  for  10-micron  pollutants  (PM,0)  and  ozone  The 
project  is  likely  to  have  a less  than  de  minimus  impact  on  air  pollution,  but  our  recommendation  remains  the 
same 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  and  recommendations  At  the  time  of  publication  of  the  draft  EIS  the  question  of 
whether  the  SSEP  represented  a major  source  or  a minor  source  was  not  definitive.  Since  publication  of  the 
draft  EIS  the  orooonent  has  committed  to  limitina  emissions  durma  construction  and  ooerations  to  less  than  the 

maior  source  threshold  for  PM,,-,  This  commitment  has  been  added  to  the  list  of  aDDlicant-committed 

environmental  Detection  measures  in  Table  2.2  As  a result.  Section  4 2 1 the  referenced  paraqraph  has  been 

re-written  in  the  final  EIS  to  clearlv  state  that  the  SSEP  would  be  a minor  source 

28 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-3  Section  3 2 2 

The  last  sentence  makes  it  sound  as  il  Woolsey  Peak  has  two  elevations  Suggest  rewording  such  as  2,460  ft 
at  (some  reference  point)  to  3,170  ft  at  Woolsey  Peak 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3 2 2 the  sentence  has  been  reworded  to  read 
'Elevations  in  the  area  range  from  just  over  1 .000  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (amsl)  along  the  valley  floor  to  a 
peak  elevation  of  3.170  feet  at  Woolsev  Peak  aDDroximatelv  18  miles  west  of  the  Proiect  Area  ” 
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29 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-4  Section  3 2 2 

Fourth  paragraph  of  section:  the  characterization  "The  hot  and  dry  conditions  in  the  region  contribute  to 
windblown  dust  and  frequent  dust  storms."  It  would  be  more  accurate  to  state  instead  that  although  pronounced 
dust  storms  can  occur,  they  are  localized,  of  short  (very  few  hours)  duration,  and  limited  to  approximately  a 2 
month  period,  per  year 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  the  paragraph  in  Section  3.2.2  has  been  updated  to  remove 
reference  to  freauent  dust  storms  In  addition,  temperature  inversions  are  identified  as  an  additional  contribution 

factor  to  PM,,-,  exceedances  More  detail  on  factors  affectina  PM,,-,  has  been  added  to  Section  3 2.4  1 1 based 

on  information  obtained  from  the  PM-10  Source  Attribution  and  Deposition  Studv  released  bv  the  Maricopa 
Association  of  Governments  [MAG]  in  2008. 

30 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-11  Section  3.2.4. 1.1 

Table  3.5.  Specify  the  time  scale,  or  the  averaging  time  of  the  "Maximum  Wind  Speed"  Sky  Harbor  and 
Goodyear  wind  speed  data.  For  any  meaningful  analysis,  it  makes  a difference  if  these  winds  are 
instantaneous.  5-minute,  1-hour,  or  longer  period  averages 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  averaging  time  of  the  wind  speed  data  presented  in  Table  3.6  of  the  draft  EIS 
is  hourly  The  final  EIS  has  been  uodated  to  clanfv  the  averaama  period 

31 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-11  Section  3.2.4. 1.1 

Table  3.5  and  discussion  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  section:  It  is  numerically  true  that  "most"  of  the  days 
tabulated  in  Table  3.5  with  PM, 0 concentration  higher  than  the  NAAQS  occurred  when  undefined  "wind  events" 
greater  than  20  mph  occurred.  18  instances  of  concentrations  above  the  NAAQS  correspond  to  "events"  above 
20  mph,  compared  to  1 1 instances  with  "events"  below  20  mph  This  simple  "majority  rules"  argument  is  not 
convincing  from  any  statistical  viewpoint.  More  importantly,  there  is  no  apparent  scientific  or  statistical  rationale 
provided  here  that  supports  a correlation  between  wind  speed  data  (the  basis  for  which  is  not  clearly  defined  in 
Table  3.5)  and  local  PM,0  24-hour  concentrations  First,  simply  plotting  the  data  in  Table  3.5  yields  no 
correlation  between  the  wind  speeds  and  coincident  PM,0  concentrations  - the  result  is  a random  scatter 
Second,  for  this  data  to  support  the  asserted  conclusion,  it  must  be  considered  in  context  of  the  many  other 
days  with  "wind  events"  above  20  mph  during  which  no  NAAQS  exeedances  occurred  If  the  causative  factors 
were  so  simple,  then  MAG  and  MCAQD  would  have  an  easier  time  making  progress  toward  NAAQS 
attainment  This  line  of  reasoning  intentionally  misleads  the  public  regarding  the  cause  and  effect  relationship  of 
Maricopa  County  PM,0  pollution  issues  It  may  have  the  unintended  effect  of  trivializing  these  agency's  efforts, 
and  make  them  seem  somehow  "misguided " This  entire  analysis  is  oversimplified,  misuses  data  in  an  attempt 
to  support  an  erroneous  and  pre-determined  "cause  and  effect"  conclusion,  and  is  scientifically  unfounded 
Table  3.5  and  any  related  analysis  comparing  wind  speeds  to  local  PM,0  concentrations  should  be  completely 
stricken  from  the  EIS. 

The  referenced  analysis  relatinq  specific  exceedance  events  to  hiqh  wind  conditions  has  been  modified  to 
compare  hourlv  maximum  wind  concentrations  to  thresholds  identified  as  triaaers  in  windblown  dust  in  MAG 

2008  (6  mph  and  14  mph)  at  select  monitorma  points  in  the  nonattainment  area  (MAG  2008).  Additional 
discussion  on  other  causative  factors,  such  as  inversions,  has  also  been  expanded 

32 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-11  Section  3.2.4. 1.1 

Last  sentence  of  section:  Strike  this  entire  sentence  There  is  no  rational  or  scientific  basis  (at  least,  none  is 
given)  to  assert  that  an  exceedance  of  the  24-hour  PM,0  NAAQS  that  coincidentally  occurs  on  July  4 is  "partly 
associated  with  emissions  from  fireworks." 

July  4ln  is  a significant  national  holiday  in  the  United  States  on  which  the  use  of  fireworks  is  widespread  For  this 
reason  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  24-hour  PM,ft  NAAQS  exceedances  on  this  day  are  at  least  partly 
associated  with  emissions  from  fireworks  However  the  statement  has  been  aualified  with  the  phrase  'likelv  to 
be  in  the  final  EIS 

33 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-15  Section  3.3.4 

Section  3 3 4 as  written  and  Table  3 9 are  misplaced  in  the  Climate  Change  section.  These  materials  should  be 
relocated  to  Existing  Conditions  for  Air  Quality  elsewhere  in  Chapter  3,  without  climate  change  association  This 
presentation  may  mislead  the  public  to  believe  the  "third  tier"  of  analysis  for  Climate  Change  mentioned  in 
section  3.3.1  could  be  attempted  starting  from  the  data  in  this  section  and  Table  3 9 GHG  emissions  from  a 
given  source  or  locale  cannot  be  related  to  climate  effects  within  the  same  region  with  current  tools  or  climate 
understanding 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  material  in  the  referenced  section  and  the  referenced  table  has  been 
removed  from  Section  3.3.4  Table  3.9  has  been  added  to  Section  3.2.2  of  the  final  EIS  and  is  referred  to  as 
Table  3.2  The  lanauaae  in  Section  3.3.4  was  alreadv  included  in  Section  3.2  in  the  draft  EIS. 

87 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-15  Section  4 2.2.1  1 

First  paragraph  The  number  of  months  and  other  construction  schedule  information  in  this  paragraph,  and 
elsewhere,  may  by  updated  by  SSEP  prior  to  issuance  of  the  Final  EIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  analysis  and  discussion  in  Section  4 2.2.1  1 of  the  final  EIS  has  been 
updated  to  reflect  the  final  proposed  construction  schedule 

88 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-16  Section  4 2.2  1 1 

End  of  fifth  paragraph  of  section.  The  characterization  supposedly  from  Maricopa  Co.  Rule  310.01  that  "all 
open-area  disturbed  surfaces  be  restored  within  60  days  such  that  the  soil  characteristics  are  similar 
to  undisturbed  native  conditions  and  that  stabilization  would  be  achieved  within  8 months"  improperly 
paraphrases  the  rule,  and  leaves  out  the  intent  that  surface  restoration  is  but  one  stabilization  option  in  cases 
where  such  restoration  is  feasible  This  gives  the  misleading  impression  there  is  a mandatory  requirement  in 
county  rules  to  achieve  a post-construction  soil  condition  that  is  not  feasible  or  economically  reasonable 
Reword  the  sentence  indicating  that  restoration  to  native  conditions  is  only  one  of  several  options  allowed  under 
MCAQD  Rule  310.01 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  4 2.2.1 .1  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  all  stabilization 
options  available  under  MCAQD  Rule  310.01 
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91 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-21  Section  4 2 2 3 

Fourth  paragraph  of  section  The  sentence  beginning  "The  extremely  stable  atmosphere  and  low  wind 
conditions  typical  of  cooler  months  may  also  cause  " must  be  omitted.  The  topic  of  visible  steam  plumes  is 
NOT  addressed  by  VISCREEN,  so  it  is  not  appropriate  to  have  this  brief  and  unsupported  statement  here  The 
topic  of  visible  steam  plumes  is  addressed  elsewhere,  in  Section  4 2 4.3 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  removed  from  Sections  4. 2. 2. 3 and 
4. 2.4. 3. 

92 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-24  Section  4.2.4. 1 .2 

Third  paragraph.  The  sentence  beginning  "Operating  limits  on  fuel  input  proposed  by  the  facility  would  result  in 
emission  levels  below  the  100  tpy  major  source  thresholds  " must  be  revised  to  have  a separate  clause  for 
PM,0.  because  the  major  source  threshold  for  PM,0  is  70  tpy  for  Maricopa  County  as  a non-attainment  area,  not 
100  tpy. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 2 4 1 2 has  been  rewritten  to  accurately  reflect  all  major 
source  thresholds. 

93 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-24  Section  4.2  4 2 

First  paragraph,  last  sentence:  Change  the  word  "concentration"  to  "overall  county  emission  rates"  since  the 
referenced  data  in  Table  4 6 is  for  emissions,  not  local  concentrations,  and  the  two  cannot  be  directly  related 
absent  a modeling  exercise 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  reworded  to  reference  Table  4 6 and 
emissions  rather  than  local  concentrations 

94 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-24  Section  4.2.4  2 

Second  paragraph  The  sentence  beginning  "Similarly,  the  SSEP  would  contribute  at  most  an  additional  0 562 
pg/m3  of  PMU)  dunng  a 24-hour  period  and  therefore  would  contribute  to  the  existing  exceedances"  must  be 
reworded  Identical  instances  of  this  text  appear  in  parallel  in  the  sections  on  the  Proposed  Action,  Alt  A and  Alt 
B.  The  text  first  presents  the  maximum  emission  scenario  predicted  operational  phase  off-site  concentrations  of 
PM,n  and  PM2<  in  pg/m3  from  the  Technical  Report  but  then  goes  on  to  compare  these  values  to  the  >150 
pg/m3  magnitude  values  occasionally  observed  at  Buckeye  and  subjectively  concludes  that  the  potential 
maximum  contribution  of  0.3%  to  150  pg/m'  represented  by  the  SSEP  must  be  additive  to  the  Buckeye 
concentrations  and  therefore;  "would  also  increase  the  frequency  of  these  exceedances  " There  is  no  technical 
basis  for  this  gross  oversimplification,  especially  absent  a modeling  exercise  It  would  be  more  appropriate  and 
objective  to  state;  "Since  the  maximum  concentration  from  Project  sources  is  only  0 3 percent  of  the  24-hour 
PM„,  standard,  and  because  this  level  is  predicted  to  occur  close  to  the  Project  site  boundary,  the  SSEP  would 
not  have  a significant  impact  on  NAAQS  exceedances  measured  in  developed  areas  of  the  county  " The 
existing  DEIS  characterization  will  mislead  the  public,  and  will  erroneously  lead  to  the  inference  that  any  new, 
even  minor-source  emissions  anywhere  within  the  geographic  limits  of  a non-attainment  area  automatically 
cause  or  contributes  to  distant  NAAQS  exceedances  This  conclusion  is  not  appropriate,  scientifically  plausible, 
or  defensible  on  regulatory  grounds 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  The  suaaested  text  chanaes  have  been  incoroorated  into  the  final  EIS  with  some 

modifications  The  text  now  reads  "SSEP  sources  constitute  a maximum  of  0.37%  of  the  24-hour  PM,n  standard 

(see  Table  4.6)  and  are  Dredicted  to  occur  close  to  the  Project  Area  boundarv  " 

96 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-26  Section  4.2  4.3 

First  paragraph,  first  sentence  Replace  the  text  "single  hour  when  the  unfavorable  meteorological"  with 
"worstcase  hour  for  which  it  was  assumed  the  most  unfavorable  meteorological".  This  more-accurately 
charactenzes  the  VISCREEN  method  for  the  screening  approach 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  referenced  text  has  been  revised  in  Section  4 2 4 3 of  the  final  EIS  to  read 
"The  VISCREEN  model  was  used  to  evaluate  the  maximum  ootential  impact  over  a smqle  hour  The  analysis 
conservativelvassumed  the  most  unfavorable  meteorological  conditions  and  that  a low  sun  angle  occurred 
simultaneously  for  each  observer  location." 

97 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-26  Section  4.2.4. 3 

Second  paragraph  sentence  beginning  "Under  the  most  adverse  dispersion  conditions,  plumes  would  be 
perceptible  at  ."  To  convey  the  correct  basis  for  this  portion  of  the  VISCREEN  analysis,  this  sentence  should 
be  reworded  "Under  the  most  adverse  meteorological  conditions,  including  night  time  hours,  the  model 
predicted  that  a plume  could  be  visible  at  " Also,  add  at  the  end  of  this  paragraph  "To  better  evaluate  the 
likelihood  of  significant  plume  visibility  during  daylight  conditions,  the  VISCREEN  model  was  operated  with  a 
data  filter  to  predict  the  number  of  daylight  hours  per  year,  on  average,  when  observers  might  see  visible 
plumes. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  suggested  changes. 
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98 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-30  Section  4 2.5.2 

First  paragraph  The  sentence  beginning  "Under  Alternative  A,  the  SSEP  would  contribute  at  most  an  additional 
0.28  pglrrr  o(  PM10  during  a 24-hour  period"  must  be  reworded  This  is  the  same  comment  expressed  for 
Section  4.2  4 2,  above  The  text  compares  the  project  impacts  to  the  >150  pg/m3  magnitude  values  occasionally 
observed  at  Buckeye,  and  subjectively  concludes  that  the  potential  maximum  contribution  of  0 19%  to  150 
pg/m3  represented  by  the  SSEP  must  be  additive  to  the  Buckeye  concentrations  and  therefore,  "would  also 
increase  the  frequency  of  these  exceedances  " There  is  no  technical  basis  for  this  gross  oversimplification 
absent  a modeling  exercise.  See  prior  comment  for  rewording  recommendation  The  existing  characterization 
will  mislead  the  public,  and  will  erroneously  lead  to  the  inference  that  any  new,  even  minor  source  emissions 
anywhere  within  the  geographic  limits  of  a non-attainment  area  automatically  causes  or  contributes  to  distant 
NAAQS  exceedances.  This  conclusion  is  not  appropriate,  scientifically  plausible,  or  defensible 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  The  text  has  been  modified  to  reflect  that  the  Droiect  is  unlikelv  to  contribute  to 
NAAQS  exceedances  The  text  now  reads  "SSEP  sources  would  constitute  a maximum  of  0.2%  of  the  24-hour 
PM,n  standard  (Table  4 10).  and  wouldoccur  close  to  the  SSEP  site  boundary 

105 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-36  Section  4.2.8 

Second  paragraph  This  entire  paragraph  is  based  on  the  premise  that  because  the  Project  is  in  the  PM,0  non- 
attainment area,  and  NAAQS  exceedances  may  occur  during  some  high  wind  events,  then  "mitigation  of  all 
PM,0  and  PM2  s is  required  during  high  wind  events  " (emphasis  added)  This  sounds  like  an  attempt  to  impose 
an  ad  hoc  policy  rather  than  connect  feasible  mitigation  options  to  the  demonstrated  likelihood  for  significant 
impacts.  Refer  to  the  comment  for  Section  3.2  4 1 1 regarding  the  fallacy  of  relating  non-attainment 
concentration  measurements  to  short-term  wind  conditions  As  discussed  in  that  comment,  the  reliance  on  a 
correlation  between  "wind  events"  and  NAAQS  exceedences  is  not  supportable  on  any  scientific  grounds 
There  are  many  more  days  with  similar  elevated  winds  when  a PM,0  exceedance  does  not  occur  Another  point 
it  is  not  justified  to  include  PM2S  when  the  issue  at  hand  is  potential  windblown  PM,0  mitigation  It  is  recognized 
that  the  source  of  PM25  is  almost  entirely  fuel  combustion  sources,  not  windblown  geologic  dust  Reference  to 
PM2  s should  be  removed  from  any  discussion  of  mitigation  for  fugitive  dust  from  geologic  sources 

Section  4 2 10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS  exceedances,  not  just 
those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to  read  "Cease  construction 
activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind  events  and  inversions  " In 
addition,  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  project  emissions  would  be  considered  de 
minimus,  the  ofl-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been  removed  from  the  final  EIS. 

108 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-36  4 Section  4 2 8 Second  paragraph,  third  bullet  The  statement  "Treating  all  disturbed  areas  on  the 
Project  Area  immediately,  as  discrete  phases  of  construction  on  each  area  are  completed"  (emphasis  added)  is 
too  stnngent  and  vague  This  language  appears  to  be  pandering  to  a perceived  need  to  impose  severe 
measures  It  would  be  more  realistic  to  mirror  language  from  agency  regulations  in  this  vein,  using  a 
terminology  such  as  "as  soon  as  practicable",  rather  than  "immediately  " 

This  portion  of  Section  4 2 10  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised.  The  statement  in  question  now  reads:  'Treat  all 
disturbed  areas  on  the  Project  Area  as  soon  as  practicable j[as  discrete  phases  of  construction  on  each  area 
are  completed),  with  a dust  palliative  to  reduce  windblown  dust  emissions  " 

110 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-36  Section  4.2.8 

Second  paragraph,  fifth  bullet  Later  in  this  bullet  text  it  is  properly  stated  that  the  maximum  annual  construction 
emissions  could  not  be  estimated  with  current  information  However,  in  the  next  sentence  these  annual 
emissions  are  erroneously  estimated  as  12  times  the  peak  month  emissions,  or  12  x 8 8 tons/month  Presenting 
this  calculation  as  a reasonable  estimate  is  misleading  to  the  public  and  ignores  the  proper  representation  of 
widely  varying  distribution  of  construction  activities  from  month  to  month  In  an  approximate  sense,  construction 
activity  and  emission  rates  may  be  represented  by  a "bell  curve"  over  the  time  of  the  construction  period.  The 
area  under  such  a curve  (which  here  would  reflect  cumulative  emissions)  is  about  half  the  area  of  a rectangle 
drawn  to  enclose  the  entire  curve  at  the  peak  month.  So  it  is  not  unrealistic  to  propose  that  the  DEIS 
representation  over-estimates  cumulative  construction  emissions  by  a factor  of  two.  and  must  be  omitted 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  and  recommendations  At  the  time  of  publication  of  the  draft  EIS  the  auestion  of 
whether  the  SSEP  reoresented  a maior  source  or  a minor  source  was  not  definitive  Since  publication  of  the 
draft  EIS  the  proponent  has  committed  to  limitinq  emissions  durma  construction  and  operations  to  less  than  the 
maior  source  threshold  for  PM,  In  the  final  EIS  this  commitment  has  been  added  to  the  list  of  applicant- 
committed  environmental  protection  measures  in  Table  2.2  and  the  statement  in  the  referenced  bullet  has  been 
deleted 

112 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-36  Section  4 2 8 

Third  paragraph  and  bullet  Even  if  the  lack  of  justification  is  put  aside,  the  timeframe  and  amount  of  any 
potential  "offsets  during  wind  events"  cannot  be  specified  The  timeframe  for  a high  wind  event  in  the  Salt  River 
Valley  airshed  is  not  "all  day",  so  the  timing  of  offsets  is  indeterminate  The  discussion  fails  to  address  how  this 
idea  could  even  be  implemented  There  is  no  certain  method  to  quantify  the  emissions  reduction  achieved  from 
a given  offset.  Across  what  timeframe  are  the  offsets  credited9  Before,  during  or  after  the  unpredictable  "wind 
event"?  These  considerations  expose  the  off-site  mitigation  option  as  ill-conceived  and  not  reasonable,  and  it 
should  be  omitted  from  the  DEIS. 

Section  4 2 10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS  exceedances,  not  just 
those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to  read  "Cease  construction 
activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind  events  and  inversions  " In 
addition,  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  project  emissions  would  be  considered  de 
minimus,  the  off-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been  removed  from  the  final  EIS 
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114 

143-B 

AQ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-37  Section  4.2.10 

Second  paragraph  Each  of  the  assertions  of  impacts  in  this  paragraph  does  not  indicate  whether  those 
potential  impacts  rise  to  the  level  of  significance  This  is  a key  objective  of  a NEPA-driven  impacts  analysis  It  is 
first  noted  that  "Operation  of  the  SSEP  would  result  in  long-term  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  and  an 
associated  increase  in  concentration  of  these  pollutants  surrounding  the  Project  Area  for  the  30-year  lifespan  of 
the  Project  " It  should  also  be  stated  that  these  increases  are  predicted  to  be  a fraction  of  a percent  of  the 
NAAQS.  which  is  the  applicable  significance  criteria.  Likewise,  this  paragraph  states  "Operation  would  also  lead 
to  visible  plumes  from  (should  read  "which  may  be  seen  from")  several  recreational  and  wilderness  areas  within 
50  km  " Factually  correct,  but  this  omits  the  critical  mention  that  even  worst  case  meteorological  assumptions 
cause  such  plumes  to  be  visible  less  than  1%  of  daylight  hours,  and  only  at  the  three  closest  observer  locations 
To  meet  the  intent  of  a NEPA  analysis,  each  of  these  statements  must  be  put  into  proper  context  with  respect  to 
the  Significance  (or  lack  thereof)  of  each  potential  impact,  as  shown  in  Table  4.8 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  the  referenced  statements  in  Section  4 2 12  have  been  revised  to 
provide  more  context  to  the  impacts  discussed 

6 

143-B 

AQ-2 

Facility  emissions 

Another  concern  with  the  air  quality  assessment  is  the  attempt  to  apply  major  source  regulatory  criteria  to  the 
Project  emissions  which  are  at  minor  source  levels  The  prime  example  is  the  recommendation  that  emission 
offsets  be  required  for  some  or  all  Project  emissions  This  type  of  requirement  is  normally  applicable  to  major 
sources  being  constructed  in  non-attainment  areas  This  is  not  the  case  for  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project. 

Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  the  BLM  may  consider  all  feasible  mitigation  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
environmental  imoacts  However,  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  operational  chase  oroiect 
emissions  would  be  considered  de  minimus,  the  oft-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  EIS 

Further.  Section  4.2.10  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitioation  durina  all 
NAAQS  exceedances,  not  iust  those  tnaaered  bv  hiah  winds  As  such,  in  the  final  EIS  the  first  mitioation  ODtion 
has  been  revised  to  read  "Cease  construction  activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could 
include  high  wind  events  and  inversions." 

89 

143-B 

AQ-2 

Facility  Emissions 

pg  4-20  Section  4. 2.2.2 

Second  paragraph  of  section  The  wording  of  the  sentence  beginning  'The  cooling  towers  were  not  included  in 
the  screening  model  because  they  are  not  considered  point  sources  must  be  revised  to  reflect  the  entire 

rationale  "The  cooling  towers  were  not  included  in  the  screening  model  because  they  do  not  have  point  source 
characteristics  compatible  with  the  large,  hot  exhaust,  stack  sources,  and  thus  cannot  be  treated  in  the  same 
SCREEN3  model  For  this  reason,  the  towers  were  addressed  quantitatively  in  the  plume  visibility  analysis  " 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  4. 2. 2.2  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  suggested 
changes. 

90 

143-B 

AQ-2 

Facility  Emissions 

pg  4-21  Section  4 2.2.3 

Second  paragraph  of  section:  The  sentence  beginning  "These  factors  are  wind  directions  from  the  source(s)  to 
the  applicable  observation  point,  frequency  of  strong  winds  capable  of  conveying  the  source  plume  ."  must 
be  restored  to  more  closely  reflect  the  language  in  the  Technical  Report  to  convey  the  concept  correctly  "These 
factors  allow  the  model  to  account  for  occurrences  when  the  wind  is  blowing  in  the  necessary  direction  to 
convey  the  source  plume(s)  to  a viewer  in  a given  sensitive  area,  and  to  consider  intervening  topographic 
features  " The  "frequency  of  strong  winds"  is  not  a factor,  and  in  fact,  strong  winds  tend  to  disperse  a plume  so 
that  it  is  not  conveyed  to  a viewer 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  4 2.2.3  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  suggested 
changes 

100 

143-B 

AQ-2 

Facility  Emissions 

pg  4-32  Section  4. 2.6.1 .1 

Second  paragraph.  The  scaling  of  construction-related  emissions  for  the  smaller  footprint  of  two  125  MW  plants 
(Alternative  B)  is  reasonable  here  for  the  gaseous  pollutants,  but  not  the  particulate  species  (PM,0  and  PM2S). 
The  construction  phase  disturbance  area  is  the  factor  that  most  determines  the  construction  particulate 
emission  rate  over  the  maximum  month  (or  any  month  during  construction).  This  area  would  be  much  smaller  if 
the  250  MW  plant  were  replaced  with  a 125  MW  plant  solar  trough  area  The  reduction  in  particulate  would  be 
comparable  in  scale  to  the  construction  phase  gaseous  pollutant  reductions  estimated  in  this  paragraph 
Instead,  the  analysis  presents  the  same  percentage  reductions  realized  when  the  cooling  towers  were  removed 
from  the  project  (Alternative  A),  of  only  3%  and  9%  for  PM,0  and  PM2i,  respectively  But  it  is  clear  the  two 
particulate  emission  reductions  from  these  two  project  alternations  are  not  related  at  all  The  estimated 
reduction  in  particulate  species  emissions  should  be  revised  in  the  DEIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Construction-related  emissions  descnbed  in  Section  4.2  6 1 1 and  Table  4 1 1 of 
the  draft  EIS  were  not  scaled  in  the  analysis.  Rather,  the  emissions  were  taken  directly  from  Appendix  A of  the 
Air  Quality  Technical  Report  The  particulate  matter  emissions  in  the  Proposed  Action  are  based  on  the 
maximum  construction  emissions  reported  for  the  250-MW  block,  whereas  the  emissions  for  Alternative  B are 
the  maximum  estimated  construction  emissions  for  the  125-MW  block  The  differences  between  these  two  do 
not  represent  scaling  but  rather  differences  in  projected  construction  activity 

34 

148-G 

AQ-2 

Facility  emissions 

The  FEIS  should  discuss  additional  or  alternative  equipment  capable  of  increasing  the  facility's  efficiency  or 
reducing  emissions  of  NOx  and  PM)0. 

As  explained  in  Section  4 2.1  Regulatory  Requirements,  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Measures  (and  Table  1.5)  of 
the  draft  EIS.  the  SSEP  facility  would  be  required  to  obtain  a Title  V Air  Quality  Operating  Permit  from  the 
MCAQD  As  explained  in  the  section  the  SSEP  would  be  required  to  apply  suitable  Best  Available  Control 
Technologies  (BACT)  as  part  of  this  permitting  process  These  would  include  BACT  measures  for  NO,  and 
PMi0.  The  BACT  measures  identified  in  the  permitting  analysis  are  applied  to  the  emissions  inventory  in  the 
draft  EIS  and  final  EIS 
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36 

148-G 

AQ-2 

The  project  sponsor  should  consider  joining  EPA’s  SF6  Emission  Reduction  Partnership  for  Electric  Power 
Systems  (http://www  epa.gov/highgwp/electncpower-sf6lbasic.html),  and,  at  a minimum,  consider 

• Annual  inspection  and  estimation  ofSF6  emissions  using  an  emissions  inventory  protocol; 

• For  equipment  that  will  contain  SF6,  purchase  only  new  equipment  that  meets  International  Council  on 
Large  Electric  Systems  (CIGRE)  standards  for  leakrates. 

• Implement  SF6  recovery  and  recycling,  and 

• Ensure  that  only  knowledgeable  personnel  handle  SF6 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  If  SF6  is  used,  the  Project  would  follow  industry  standards  and  protocols  to 
minimize  and  avoid  SF6  leaks  and  releases  by  using  leak  detection,  monitoring,  and  repair  Boulevard  and  its 
parent  companies  also  recycle  SF6  and  train  their  High  Voltage  Technicians  regarding  all  policies  for  managing 
SF6  gas  During  breaker  maintenance  penods,  SF6  gas  would  be  evacuated  from  breakers  to  avoid  any 
release  into  the  atmosphere  Boulevard  may  investigate  the  possibility  of  participating  in  this  partnership  in  the 
event  that  SF6  is  used  and  this  has  been  added  to  Section  4 3 10  of  the  final  EIS 

83 

150-0 

AQ-2 

Facility  Emissions 

From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter  The  DEIS  should  also  include  an  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effect  of  a 
natural  gas  plant's  operation  to  Region  One's  hour  and  eight  hour  non-attainment  zone  for  Ozone  and  the  non- 
attainment zone  for  Carbon  Monoxide 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Table  4.10  of  the  draft  EIS  includes  an  analysis  of  the  contribution  of  the  natural 
gas  plant's  operation  to  the  8-hour  carbon  monoxide  standard  Dispersion  modeling  would  be  required  to 
evaluate  contributions  to  exceedances  of  the  ozone  NAAQS,  however  the  emissions  analysis  of  ozone 
precursors  NOx  and  VOCs  in  Table  4.9  of  the  draft  EIS  serve  as  a suitable  surrogate  for  ozone 

8 

139-G 

AQ-3 

Vehicle  Emissions 

Therefore,  a requirement  to  create  and  utilize  a vanpool  system  for  employees  should  be  mandatory  Other 
large  power  generators  in  the  area  employ  a vanpool  transportation  system  to  mitigate  air  emissions. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  creation  of  a vanpool  system  for  employees  has  been  added  to  Section 
4 2 10  of  the  final  EIS  as  potential  mitigation  for  air  quality 

5 

143-B 

AQ-4 

Modeling 

Boulevard  has  several  concerns  regarding  the  interpretation  and  presentation  of  information  regarding  air 
quality  and  emissions  during  both  construction  and  operational  phases  of  the  Project,  particularly  concerning 
the  discussion  of  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  (NMQS)  exceedances.  Review  of  the  Air  Quality 
resource  section  in  Chapter  4 has  revealed  a number  of  significant  concerns  with  the  analysis  One  is  the 
attempt  to  link  monitored  local  wind  data  with  occurrences  of  measured  mhalable  particulate  (PM,0) 
concentrations  that  are  above  NAAQS  There  is  no  scientific  or  statistical  rationale  that  supports  a correlation 
between  wind  speed  data  (the  basis  for  which  is  not  clearly  defined  in  the  DEIS)  and  local  PM10  24-hour 
concentrations.  This  type  of  analysis  is  misleading,  and  it  is  an  erroneous  cause  and  effect  relationship.  From 
the  qualitative  observation  that  elevated  PM  10  concentrations  have  occurred  on  a few  days  with  higher  winds, 
the  DEIS  concludes  that  wind  speed  is  a predictor  of  NMQS  exceedances,  however,  there  is  no  statistical 
support  for  such  a conclusion,  as  many  higher  wind  days  occur  with  no  such  exceedances 

The  referenced  analysis  relating  specific  exceedance  events  to  hiqh  wind  conditions  has  been  modified  to 
compare  hourly  maximum  wind  concentrations  to  thresholds  identified  as  triaaers  in  windblown  dust  in  MAG 

2008  (6  mph  and  14  mph)  at  select  monitorina  DOints  in  the  nonattainment  area  (MAG  20081  Additional 
discussion  on  other  causative  factors,  such  as  inversions,  has  also  been  expanded 

102 

143-B 

AQ-4 

Modeling 

pg  4-33  Section  4 2.6.2 

First  paragraph  The  sentence  beginning  "Under  Alternative  B,  the  SSEP  would  contribute  at  most  an  additional 
D 38  pg/m  of  PM,0  during  a 24-hour  period"  must  be  reworded.  This  is  the  same  comment  expressed  for 
Section  4 2.4.2,  above.  The  text  compares  the  project  impacts  to  the  >150  pg/m3  magnitude  values  occasionally 
observed  at  Buckeye,  and  subjectively  concludes  that  the  potential  maximum  contribution  of  0.25%  to  150 
pg/m3  represented  by  the  SSEP  must  be  additive  to  the  Buckeye  concentrations  and  therefore,  "would  also 
ncrease  the  frequency  of  these  exceedances  " There  is  no  technical  basis  for  this  gross  oversimplification 
absent  a modeling  exercise  See  prior  comment  for  rewording  recommendation.  The  existing  characterization 
will  mislead  the  public,  and  will  erroneously  lead  to  the  inference  that  any  new,  even  minor  source  emissions 
anywhere  within  the  geographic  limits  of  a non-attainment  area  automatically  causes  or  contributes  to  distant 
NAAQS  exceedances  This  conclusion  is  not  appropriate,  scientifically  plausible,  or  defensible 

Thank  you  for  vour  comment  The  text  has  been  modified  to  reflect  that  the  Droiect  is  unlikely  to  contribute  to 

NAAQS  exceedances 

2 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

The  following  measures  are  recommended  to  reduce  disturbance  of  particulate  matter  including  emissions 
caused  by  strong  winds  as  well  as  machinery  and  trucks  tracking  soil  off  the  construction  site; 

Site  Preparation  and  Construction: 

a.  minimize  land  disturbance, 

b.  suppress  dust  on  travelled  paths  which  are  not  paved  through  wetting,  use  of  watering  trucks,  chemical  dust 
suppressants,  or  other  reasonable  precautions  to  prevent  dust  from  entering  ambient  air; 

c.  cover  trucks  when  hauling  soil; 

d.  minimize  soil  track-out  by  washing  or  cleaning  trucks  wheels  before  leaving  construction  site, 
e stabilize  the  surface  of  soil  piles, 

create  windbreaks 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  these  mitigation  measures  have  been  added  to  Section  4.2.10. 

3 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

The  following  measures  are  recommended  to  reduce  disturbance  of  particulate  matter  including  emissions 
caused  by  strong  winds  as  well  as  machinery  and  trucks  tracking  soil  off  the  construction  site 
Site  Restoration 

a revegetate  any  disturbed  land  not  used; 
b.  remove  unused  material; 
c remove  soil  piles  via  covered  trucks. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  these  mitigation  measures  have  been  added  to  Section  4.2  10. 
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4 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

Refer  to  the  attached  for  rules  applicable  to  reducing  dust  during  construction,  demolition  and  earth  moving 
activities. 

Arizona  Administrative  Code- 18-2-604  through  607 
Arizona  Administrative  Code  R 18-2-804 
Maricopa  County  Code  Rules  310  and  310.01 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Maricopa  County  Code  Rules  310  and  310  01  are  incorporated  into  Table  4.1  in 
the  draft  EIS  The  Arizona  Administrative  Codes  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Table  4 1 

2 

10-G 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

The  following  measures  are  recommended  to  reduce  disturbance  of  particulate  matter  including  emissions 
caused  by  strong  winds  as  well  as  machinery  and  trucks  tracking  soil  off  the  construction  site 
Site  Preparation  and  Construction 
a.  minimize  land  disturbance, 

b suppress  dust  on  travelled  paths  which  are  not  paved  through  wetting,  use  of  watenng  trucks,  chemical  dust 
suppressants,  or  other  reasonable  precautions  to  prevent  dust  from  entering  ambient  air, 
c cover  trucks  when  hauling  soil; 

d minimize  soil  track-out  by  washing  or  cleaning  trucks  wheels  before  leaving  construction  site, 
e.  stabilize  the  surface  of  soil  piles; 
f create  windbreaks 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  these  mitigation  measures  have  been  added  to  section  4.2.10 

3 

10-G 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

The  following  measures  are  recommended  to  reduce  disturbance  of  articulate  matter  including  emissions 
caused  by  strong  winds  as  well  as  machinery  and  trucks  tracking  soil  off  the  construction  site 
Site  Restoration 

a.  revegetate  any  disturbed  land  not  used, 
b remove  unused  material; 
c remove  soil  piles  via  covered  trucks 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  these  mitigation  measures  have  been  added  to  Section  4 2. 10. 

106 

143-B 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

pg  4-36  Section  4 2.8 

Second  paragraph.  Later  in  the  paragraph,  it  is  stated  that  "mitigation  during  high  wind  events  would  need  to 
offset  all  of  the  emissions  during  high  wind  events"  (emphasis  added)  Again,  this  is  not  phrased  as  though 
offsets  are  an  option  for  mitigation  that  might  or  might  not  be  appropriate,  necessary  or  feasible  As  in  the  prior 
comment  on  this  paragraph,  reliance  on  a correlation  between  "windy  events"  and  NAAQS  exceedance  to 
ustify  a mitigation  measure  is  not  supportable  on  any  scientific  grounds 

Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  the  BLM  may  consider  all  feasible  mitigation  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
environmental  impacts  However,  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  ODerational  Dhase  Droiect 
emissions  would  be  considered  de  minimus,  the  off-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  EIS 

Further,  Section  4.2.10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS 
exceedances,  not  just  those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to 
read  "Cease  construction  activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind 
events  and  inversions " 

107 

143-B 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

pg  4-36  4 Section  4 2 8 

Second  paragraph  Later  in  the  paragraph  appears  the  statement  "Historically,  wind  over  20  mph  occur  0.8%  of 
the  time  (3  days  per  year)."  This  is  a misleading  use  of  a simplified  statistic  The  highest  winds  occur  for  a small 
percentage  of  the  time,  in  large  part,  because  they  predominantly  accompany  brief  "monsoon"  season 
windstorms  in  July-September  High  winds  of  <1  hour  sustained  or  in  <1  minute  gusts  are  scattered 
unpredictably  over  several  months  during  the  year  in  different  locations  within  the  Salt  River  Valley  airshed  In 
stark  contrast,  this  existing  DEIS  statement  will  give  the  public  the  erroneous  impression  that  off-site  "mitigation" 
during  just  3 days/year  of  windstorms  is  all  that  is  necessary  Rather,  enhanced  mitigation  triggered  by  the 
onset  of  brief  wind  events  that  are  distributed  widely  and  unpredictably  is  arguably  not  feasible  at  all,  and  at 
best  would  not  be  as  effective  as  this  discussion  would  imply  These  considerations  expose  the  off-site 
mitigation  option  as  not  rational,  and  it  should  be  omitted  from  the  DEIS 

The  referenced  analysis  relatina  SDecific  exceedance  events  to  hiah  wind  conditions  has  been  modified  to 

comDare  hourly  maximum  wind  concentrations  to  thresholds  identified  as  triaaers  in  windblown  dust  in  MAG 

2008  (6  mDh  and  14  mDh)  at  select  momtorina  Doints  in  the  nonattainment  area  (MAG  2008)  Additional 

discussion  on  other  causative  factors,  such  as  inversions,  has  also  been  expanded  However,  because  the 

emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  operational  Dhase  Droiect  emissions  would  be  considered  de  minimus, 
the  off-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been  removed  from  the  final  EIS 

Further,  Section  4.2  10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS 
exceedances,  not  just  those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to 
read  "Cease  construction  activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind 
events  and  inversions." 

109 

143-B 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

pg  4-36  Section  4.2  8 

Second  paragraph,  fifth  bullet  In  this  instance  the  mention  of  enhanced  off-site  mitigation  of  dust  emissions  is 
at  least  prefaced  as  possible  options  that  "could  be  implemented  ."  But  the  text  of  this  bullet  poses 
"Implementation  of  off-site  mitigation  to  offset  all  remaining  construction  emissions."  This  measure  in  practice 
could  not  be  implemented,  as  it  is  vague  and  unquantifiable  See  other  comments  on  this  Section  These 
considerations  expose  the  off-site  mitigation  option  as  ill  not  rational  [sic],  and  it  should  be  omitted  from  the 
DEIS 

The  bullet  and  section  referenced  by  the  commenter  relate  to  operational  phase  emissions  rather  than 
construction  phase  emissions  (the  wording  in  the  comment) 

Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  the  BLM  may  consider  all  feasible  mitigation  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
environmental  impacts  However  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  operational  phase  project 
emissions  would  be  considered  de  minimus,  the  off-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  EIS 

Further,  Section  4 2 10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS 
exceedances,  not  just  those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to 
read  "Cease  construction  activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind 
events  and  inversions " 
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Ill 

143-B 

AQ-5 

Mitigation 

pg  4-36  Section  4.2.8 

Third  paragraph  and  bullet.  This  paragraph  states  "During  the  operational  phase  of  the  protect,  off-site 
mitigation  is  the  only  feasible  mitigation  option  to  eliminate  the  entire  contribution  of  the  SSEP  during  a 24-hour 
penod  in  order  to  avoid  contributing  to  a NAQQS  exceedance"  (emphasis  added)  Several  issues  must  be 
cited,  any  one  of  which  support  removal  of  this  entire  vein  of  discussion  from  the  EIS.  First  and  foremost,  there 
is  no  justification  whatsoever  for  stipulating  that  mitigation  must  even  approach  eliminating  or  offsetting  the 
entire  operational  phase  contribution  of  the  SSEP  to  local  emissions  The  facility  is  clearly  shown  to  be  a Minor 
Source  of  emissions,  in  particular  PM,0  emissions,  during  operations.  The  requirement  to  somehow  offset  Minor 
Source  emissions  is  not  imposed  by  rule  even  in  a Serious  non-attainment  area  Second,  if  this  DEIS  were  to 
set  such  a precedent,  it  is  probable  that  any  and  all  federal  proiects  with  minor  source  level  particulate 
emissions  could  not  practically  comply  For  example  federal  projects  such  as  operation  of  a short  section  of  new 
dirt  road  in  an  urban  monument,  or  addition  of  a small  emergency  generator  on  a suburban  military  base,  would 
have  to  demonstrate  "off-site"  emissions  offsets  Third,  the  implementation  of  off-site  mitigation  is  presumed  to 
be  necessary  to  avoid  contributing  to  non-attainment  concentrations  caused  by  high  wind  events  Other 
comments  presented  here  discuss  the  fallacy  of  connecting  non-attainment  particulate  concentrations  to  wind 
conditions  (refer  to  Section  3.2  4.1.1).  To  propose  that  this  same  argument  now  supports  an  impractical  off-site 
mitigation  requirement  is  to  rely  on  a house  of  cards  to  impose  a substantive  and  unwarranted  financial  burden 
on  the  Project  Lastly,  even  if  off-site  mitigation  could  be  reasonably  implemented  it  would  not  effectively 
address  the  perceived  significant  impact  criteria  It  cannot  be  shown  that  future  non-attainment  concentrations 
at  distant  monitors  will  be  reduced  by  this  mitigation  option  for  the  minor  source  operational  phase  emissions  of 
the  SSEP  Based  on  this  reasoning,  the  proposal  to  require  ofl-site  mitigation  for  operational  phase  emissions 
should  be  omitted  from  the  DEIS. 

Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  the  BLM  may  consider  all  feasible  mitigation  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
environmental  impacts  However,  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  operational  chase  Droiect 
emissions  would  be  considered  de  minimus,  the  off-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  EIS 

Further,  Section  4 2.10_has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS 
exceedances,  not  just  those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to 
read  "Cease  construction  activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind 
events  and  inversions." 

33 

148-G 

AQ-6 

Permitting 

The  FEIS  should  briefly  discuss  emission  controls  contained  in  the  air  permit  application 

As  explained  in  Section  4.2.1  Regulatory  Requirements,  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Measures  (and  Table  1.5)  of 
the  draft  EIS.  the  SSEP  facility  would  be  required  to  obtain  a Title  V Air  Quality  Operating  Permit  from  the 
MCAQD  As  explained  in  the  section,  the  SSEP  would  be  required  to  apply  suitable  Best  Available  Control 
Technologies  (BACT)  as  part  of  this  permitting  process.  The  BACT  measures  identified  in  the  permitting 
analysis  are  applied  to  the  emissions  inventory  in  the  draft  EIS  and  final  EIS 

95 

143-B 

AQ-7 

Construction  emissions 

pg  4-24  Section  4 2.4.2 

End  of  third  paragraph  Similar  linkage  here  as  in  the  prior  paragraph  between  SSEP  emissions  and  distant, 
monitored  NAAQS  exceedances,  but  for  the  construction  phase  In  the  case  of  construction  emissions  there  is 
no  model-predicted  off-site  concentration  information.  However,  the  text  still  draws  the  unsupported  conclusion 
that  "construction  emissions  would  likely  contribute  as  much  or  more  to  the  existing  exceedances  of  NAAQS  as 
would  operational  emissions  " It  cannot  be  directly  concluded  that  construction  emissions  will  contribute  to 
monitored  exceedances  any  more  than  is  the  case  for  operational  phase  emissions.  The  existing 
characterization  will  mislead  the  public,  and  will  erroneously  lead  to  the  inference  that  short-term  construction 
emissions  anywhere  within  the  geographic  limits  of  a non-attainment  area  automatically  cause  or  contribute  to 
distant  NAAQS  exceedances  This  conclusion  is  not  appropriate,  scientifically  plausible,  or  defensible.  It  would 
be  more  accurate  and  consistent  with  precedent  analyses  of  construction  activities  in  other  EIS  documents  to 
state  that,  "Construction  emissions  could  result  in  transient  concentrations  of  particulate  or  other  pollutants  that 
would  be  higher  than  the  NAAQS,  which  may  constitute  significant  impacts  But  these  exceedances  would  be  of 
short  duration  (less  than  24  hours)  and  confined  to  the  near  vicinity  of  the  project  area  boundary  " 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  The  referenced  statement  has  been  revised  to  read:  "However,  these  emissions 

would  not  exceed  the  maior  source  threshold  (see  Table  2.2)  and  therefore  are  unlikely  to  contribute  to  the 

existma  exceedances  of  NAAQS." 

99 

143-B 

AQ-7 

Construction  emissions 

pg  4-30  Section  4 2 5.2 

End  of  second  paragraph.  Similar  linkage  here  as  in  the  prior  paragraph  between  SSEP  emissions  and  distant, 
monitored  NAAQS  exceedances,  but  for  the  construction  phase  This  is  the  same  comment  expressed  for 
Section  4 2 4 2,  above  It  cannot  be  directly  concluded  that  construction  emissions  will  contribute  to  monitored 
exceedances  any  more  than  is  the  case  for  operational  phase  emissions  The  existing  characterization  will 
mislead  the  public,  and  will  erroneously  lead  to  the  inference  that  short-term  construction  emissions  anywhere 
within  the  geographic  limits  of  a non-attainment  area  automatically  cause  or  contribute  to  distant  NAAQS 
exceedances  This  conclusion  is  not  appropriate,  scientifically  plausible,  or  defensible  It  would  be  more 
accurate  and  consistent  with  precedent  analyses  of  construction  activities  in  other  EIS  to  state  that, 
"Construction  emissions  could  result  in  transient  concentrations  of  particulate  or  other  pollutants  that  would  be 
higher  than  the  NAAQS,  which  may  constitute  significant  impacts  But  these  exceedances  would  be  of  short 
duration  (less  than  24  hours)  and  confined  to  the  near  vicinity  of  the  project  area  boundary  " 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  The  referenced  statement  has  been  revised  to  read.  "However,  these  emissions 

would  not  exceed  the  maior  source  threshold  (see  Table  2,2)  and  therefore  are  unlikely  to  contribute  to  the 

existma  exceedances  of  NAAQS." 

The  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS  assumed  that  an  increase  in  emissions  of  PM,„  would  be  proportional  to  an 
increase  in  concentrations  of  PM,0  The  BLM  agrees  that  this  approach  to  estimating  concentrations  is  too 
coarse  given  the  complicated  and  dynamic  processes  (such  as  meteorology)  that  contribute  to  the  ultimate 
concentrations  of  constituents  (such  as  PM,0)  present  in  the  atmosphere  at  any  given  time  In  Section  4 2 of  the 
final  EIS  the  impact  analysis  related  to  24-hour  PM,0  has  been  revised.  In  the  final  EIS  the  total  air  emissions  of 
each  alternative  and  the  total  percent  increase  in  Maricopa  County  emissions  are  compared  between 
alternatives  Further,  language  similar  to  that  suggested  by  the  commenter  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final 
EIS  in  the  referenced  section 
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101 

143-B 

AQ-7 

Construction  emissions 

pg  4-32  Section  4.2.6. 1.1 

Second  paragraph  The  methodology  tor  the  percentage  reduction  in  monthly  emission  rates  (or  construction 
phase  of  Alternative  B should  be  documented  The  values  are  presented  with  no  context  or  reference  to 
calculations  Recommend  including  these  calculations  in  a footnote 

The  construction  emissions  for  all  alternatives,  including  Alternative  B.  were  taken  directly  from  the  emissions 
nventory  in  Appendix  A of  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Report  No  percent  reduction  calculations  were  made 
Section  4 2 7 1 1 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  attribute  the  emissions  information  to  the  oroiect 
emissions  inventory  conducted  bv  Farmer  (2010).  In  Alternative  A,  maximum  emissions  were  based  on 
construction  of  a 250-MW  block  and  for  Alternative  B maximum  emissions  were  based  on  construction  of  a 125- 
MW  block 

103 

143-B 

AQ-7 

Construction  emissions 

pg  4-33  Section  4 2.6.2 

End  of  second  paragraph  Similar  linkage  here  as  in  the  prior  paragraph  between  SSEP  emissions  and  distant, 
monitored  NAAQS  exceedances,  but  for  the  construction  phase  This  is  the  same  comment  expressed  for 
Section  4.2.4  2,  above  It  cannot  be  directly  concluded  that  construction  emissions  will  contribute  to  monitored 
exceedances  any  more  than  is  the  case  for  operational  phase  emissions  The  existing  characterization  will 
mislead  the  public,  and  will  erroneously  lead  to  the  inference  that  short-term  construction  emissions  anywhere 
within  the  geographic  limits  of  a non-attainment  area  automatically  cause  or  contribute  to  distant  NAAQS 
exceedances  This  conclusion  is  not  appropriate,  scientifically  plausible,  or  defensible  It  would  be  more 
accurate  and  consistent  with  precedent  analyses  of  construction  activities  in  other  EIS  to  state  that, 
'Construction  emissions  could  result  in  transient  concentrations  of  particulate  or  other  pollutants  that  would  be 
higher  than  the  NAAQS,  which  may  constitute  significant  impacts  But  these  exceedances  would  be  of  short 
duration  (less  than  24  hours)  and  confined  to  the  near  vicinity  of  the  project  area  boundary." 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  The  referenced  statement  has  been  revised  to  read  However,  these  emissions 

would  not  exceed  the  maior  source  threshold  (see  Table  2.2)  and  therefore  are  unlikely  to  contribute  to  the 

existina  exceedances  of  NAAQS 

104 

143-B 

AQ-7 

Construction  emissions 

pg  4-36  Section  4 2 8 

First  paragraph  This  states  that  SIP  Conformity  criteria  for  MAJOR  sources  should  be  considered  the 
appropriate  NEPA  Significance  Criteria,  although  the  SSEP  is  demonstrably  a MINOR  source  It  is  recognized 
that  the  General  Conformity  rules  (or  other  rules)  can  provide  guidance  to  identify  a Significance  criteria,  but 
any  criteria  pertaining  only  to  Major  sources  can't  be  arbitrarily  applied  to  Minor  sources,  as  is  done  here.  Even 
the  PM,0  non-attainment  area  SIP  in  Maricopa  County  does  not  apply  the  same  level  of  control  stringency  to 
Minor  sources  as  is  imposed  on  Major  sources  This  EIS  should  not  presume  that  the  construction  phase  will  be 
demonstrated  to  have  any  emissions  above  Major  source  thresholds  In  addition,  there  is  precedent,  if  not 
stated  EPA  policy,  that  an  individual  Minor  source  cannot,  essentially  by  definition,  be  deemed  as  contributing 
to  non-attainment  area  NAAQS  exceedances  The  critical  presumption  that  an  individual  MINOR  source  is 
inherently  very  unlikely  to  contribute  to  NAAQS  exceedances  at  a distant  monitor  or  urban  area  must  be 
included  here  to  qualify  and  give  a defensible  balance  to  the  first  paragraph  discussion 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  and  recommendations  At  the  time  of  Dublication  of  the  draft  EIS  the  Question  of 

whether  the  SSEP  presented  a maior  source  or  a minor  source  was  not  definitive  Since  publication  ol  the 

draft  FIS  the  nrononent  has  committed  to  limitina  emissions  durina  construction  and  operations  to  less  than  the 

maior  source  threshold  for  PM,n  This  commitment  has  been  added  to  the  list  ol  aoolicant-committed  measures 

in  Table  2.2.  The  referenced  DaraaraDh  has  been  removed 

113 

143-B 

AQ-7 

Construction  emissions 

pg  4-36  Section  4.2  8 

Third  paragraph  bullet:  The  estimated  peak  month  emissions  from  the  construction  phase  are  wrongly 
associated  in  this  bullet  with  an  operational  phase  measure  If  the  estimated  maximum  operational  phase 
emissions  were  uniformly  distributed  over  a year,  then  40  9 tpy  of  PM,o  would  be  9 3 Ibs/hr,  not  24.4  Ib/hr  as 
stated  here  Further,  the  off-site  mitigation  "would  also  account  tor  annual  emissions  of  particulate  matter 
estimated  to  be  40  9 tpy  PM,0.  and  22  2 tpy  PM2  5."  There  is  no  non-atlamment  area  rationale  to  include  PM25  in 
this  (albeit  unsupportable  and  unwarranted)  mitigation  option  It  is  generally  recognized  that  PM2  5 emissions 
are  almost  exclusively  from  fuel  combustion  sources,  with  little  from  windblown  dust.  These  considerations 
expose  the  off-site  mitigation  option  as  ill-conceived  and  not  reasonable,  and  it  should  be  omitted  from  the 
DEIS 

Section  4.2.10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  option  for  mitigation  during  all  NAAQS  exceedances,  not  just 
those  triggered  by  high  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitigation  option  has  been  revised  to  read  "Cease  construction 
activities  during  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  high  wind  events  and  inversions  " In 
addition  her.ause  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  operational  phase  proiect  emissions  would  be 
considered  de  minimus,  the  off-site  mitigation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been  removed  from  the  final 
EIS. 

6 

139-G 

AQ-8 

Dust 

Requiring  the  use  of  a dust  palliative  in  this  area  during  the  operational  life  of  the  facility  would  decrease  the 
propensity  for  the  creation  of  fugitive  dust.  If  some  type  of  palliative  was  required  under  the  solar  collection 
assemblies,  it  might  also  decrease  the  cubic  yards  of  contaminated  soil  that  need  to  undergo  remediation 
annually  Controlling  fugitive  dust  is  a critical  practice  to  maintain  the  generation  efficiency  of  the  project  by 
minimizing  the  amount  of  dust  that  may  settle  on  the  solar  panels 

Thank  ynu  for  ynur  comment  The  use  of  dust  palliatives  is  an  applicant-committed  measure  described  in  Table 
2 1 of  the  draft  EIS  It  is  incorporated  into  the  impact  analysis  in  Sections  4 2 4 1 1 and  4.2  4 1.2  of  the  draft 
EIS 

7 

139-6 

AQ-8 

Dust 

Since  the  proposed  site  is  located  within  the  non-attainment  area  for  air  quality,  the  creation  of  dirt  roads  should 
not  be  permitted  All  roads,  regardless  of  size,  should  be  required  to  be  paved,  including  the  site's  approximate 
four-mile  entry  road  along  the  Jojoba  Road  alignment  off  SR  85  This  would  also  eliminate  the  introduction  of 
magnesium  chloride  (MgCI)  in  to  the  soil,  which  was  suggested  as  a potential  dust  coating. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Paving,  graveling,  and/or  applying  dust  palliatives  to  all  road  surfaces  on  the 
Project  Area  is  included  in  Section  4 2 8 of  the  draft  EIS. 
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115 

143-B 

CC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-38  Section  4.3.1 

Most  of  the  language  in  this  section  regarding  regulatory  requirements  and  permitting  authority  is  not  relevant  to 
the  Climate  Change  topic.  This  section  should  be  reduced  to  just  address  the  GHG  monitoring  rule,  which  is 
administered  by  the  U S.  EPA  It  is  not  clear  as  yet  what  role,  if  any.  MCAQD  will  be  delegated  to  have  with 
respect  to  this  program  The  MCAQD  Rule  241  discussion  is  particularly  misplaced  in  this  section  The  Rule 
241  requirements  are  relevant  to  criteria  pollutant  requirements,  so  should  be  re-located  in  Section  4 2.1,  where 
BACT  is  discussed,  but  not  the  underlying  Rule  241  driver 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  discussion  of  MCAQD  Rule  241  has  been  put  into  context  within 
this  section  Although  the  rule  does  not  directly  control  GHG  emissions,  the  requirements  for  new  sources  do 
result  in  reduced  emissions  of  some  GHGs 

116 

143-B 

CC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-39  Section  4.3.3 

Second  paragraph.  It  is  incorrect  to  state  that  "SSEP's  MCAQD  Rule  241  permit  application"  serves  as  the 
driver  for  limiting  gas  fired  generation  to  no  more  than  25%  of  total  output  This  operating  constraint  has  been 
adopted  to  comply  with  federal  criteria  that  limit  fossil-fuel  fired  supplemental  power  for  projects  that  seek  to 
meet  the  definition  of  a "solar  energy  project"  to  qualify  for  financial  incentives.  The  Proposed  Action  includes 
this  constraint  as  a feature  of  the  Project,  and  it  is  also  described  in  the  MCAQD  Rule  210  Title  V permit 
application  for  the  SSEP.  Revise  the  wording  of  this  paragraph,  omitting  reference  to  Rule  241  as  the  regulatory 
driver. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  2 5. 2. 2. 5 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  regulatory 
drivers  for  limiting  natural  gas  co-firing  to  25%  of  total  output.  The  statement  related  to  MCAQD  rule  241  in 
Section  4.3.2  has  been  removed  from  the  final  EIS 

59 

150-0 

CC-1 

General  Comment 

from  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  All  of  these  attributes  contribute  to  the  possibility  that  development  of  a 
commercial  scale  solar  facility  on  this  site  could  result  in  an  overall  benefit  in  limiting  the  negative  impacts  of 
climate  change  on  public  lands  by  decreasing  the  amount  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  electricity 
production.  However,  as  described  below,  the  BLM  will  need  to  do  a thorough  analysis  of  the  project's  carbon 
footprint  in  order  to  determine  the  overall  impact  of  the  project  and  its  potential  benefits 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Climate  change  related  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are 
described  in  Section  4 3 of  the  draft  EIS 

77 

150-0 

CC-2 

GHG  Calc  Methodology 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Renewable  energy  development  can  have  multiple  public  benefits,  most 
importantly  combating  climate  change  by  reducing  greenhouse  gas  (GhG)  emissions  from  energy  production, 
and  including  reduced  local  and  regional  air  and  public  health  impacts,  increased  energy  resource  diversity  and 
decreased  price  volatility  A reduction  in  GhG  emissions  from  developing  renewable  energy  is  based  on 
comparative  emissions  from  fossil  fuel-based  energy  production.  Because  a reduction  in  GhG  emissions  is  a 
primary  public  benefit  of  renewable  energy  development,  it  is  critical  that  the  agencies  quantify  this  reduction  to 
the  extent  possible  The  agencies'  analysis  of  GhG  reductions  should  also  include  a comprehensive  look  at  the 
project's  impacts,  including  GhG  emissions  during  manufacture,  construction,  operation,  decommissioning,  and 
reclamation  of  the  project  site  The  results  of  this  analysis  should  then  be  compared  to  similar  analyses  for 
fossil-fuel  based  energy  production,  including  combined-cycle  natural  gas  fired  and  coal  fired  power  plants 

Such  an  analysis  will  provide  the  public  a clear  indication  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  proposed  project  and 
allow  stakeholders  to  make  decisions  regarding  the  project  based  on  the  best  available  science  and  data 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  4 3 of  the  draft  EIS  includes  a comprehensive  summary  of  GHG 
emissions  associated  with  the  SSEP  under  each  alternative  To  provide  context  to  these  estimates,  the 
emission  intensity  of  the  project  is  compared  to  the  average  emission  intensity  for  the  regional  grid  that  includes 
a mix  of  energy  sources. 

78 

150-0 

CC-2 

GHG  Calc  Methodology 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  This  project  will  use  gas  hybridization  option  in  lieu  of  a thermal  storage 
system  Although  the  project's  fact  sheet  claims  that  two  gas-fired  boilers  will  be  used  to  reduce  startup  time 
and  provide  freeze  protection  for  the  synthetic  oil  in  the  super  heater,  NextEra  has  indicated  that  gas  will  be 
used  to  supplement  solar  energy  in  generating  power  (NextEra  stated  that  up  to  25%  of  the  power  generated 
might  be  from  gas)  The  BLM  and  NextEra  need  to  provide  an  estimated  range  for  the  amount  of  carbon  dioxide 
that  will  be  generated  annually  by  the  plant's  operation  The  configuration  of  the  plant  is  dependent  on  the 
capacity  output  that  is  needed  from  the  plant  by  the  purchaser  of  the  power  NextEra  needs  to  provide  the 
energy  profile  (capacity  factor  and  time  of  energy  output)  that  is  desired  from  the  plant  so  the  public  will  have  a 
better  understanding  of  the  project's  proposed  use  of  natural  gas 

Given  that  natural  aas  co-firina  for  enerav  production  is  at  the  offtakers  oDtion  to  meet  peak  load  demand  it  is 

not  Dossible  to  Dinoomt  the  dearee  of  natural  aas  co-firina  that  would  occur  followma  oroiect  implementation 

However.  25%  of  enerav  production  is  the  maximum  enerav  output  anv  offtaker  would  be  able  to  produce  usma 

natural  aas  co-firina  More  discussion  concernina  the  ranae  of  possible  natural  aas  co-firina  up  to  25%  has 

been  added  to  Section  2. 5. 2. 2. 5 of  the  final  EIS 

Further,  Section  4 3 of  the  draft  EIS  includes  a comprehensive  summarv  of  GHG  emissions  associated  with  the 

oroiect.  This  includes  carbon  dioxide  emissions  associated  with  the  natural  aas  component  In  the  final  EIS 

Section  4.3  has  been  updated  to  show  the  ranae  of  CO.-,  emissions  possible  for  the  oroiect  Plant  start-up  and 

freeze  protection  uses  dictate  the  minimum  amount  of  natural  aas  reauired  to  operate  the  SSEP 

81 

150-0 

CC-2 

GHG  Calc  Methodology 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  agencies  should  comprehensively  analyze  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy 
project's  net  reductions  to  GhG  emissions,  including  GhG  emissions  during  manufacture,  construction, 
operation,  decommissioning,  and  reclamation  of  the  project  site  The  analysis  should  consider  both  the  potential 
for  the  project  to  reduce  GhG  emissions  as  well  as  potential  tor  the  project  to  increase  GhG  emissions,  for 
example,  by  disturbing  undisturbed  land  currently  useful  for  carbon  sequestration.  The  results  of  this  analysis 
should  then  be  compared  to  the  same  type  of  analysis  for  fossil-fuel  based  energy  production,  including 
combined-cycle  natural  gas  fired  and  coal  fired  power  plants 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  4 3 4 of  the  draft  EIS  includes  a comprehensive  summary  of  GHG 
emissions  associated  with  the  SSEP  To  provide  context  to  these  estimates,  the  emission  intensity  of  the 
project  is  compared  to  the  average  emission  intensity  for  the  regional  grid  that  includes  a mix  of  energy 
sources. 
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Table  A.2  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 


Letter  No. 


Resource 

Code 


Resource  Subcode 


Text 


20 


CC-3 


GHG  Source  Comment 


Section  4 3.4.1  Emissions  from  Construction.  Vegetation  Loss,  and  SSEP  Operations  mentions  the  following 
"Once  the  Project  Area  vegetation  has  been  cleared,  it  would  be  sent  to  area  landfills  where  its  decay  would 
result  in  methane  GHG  emissions  that  would  not  otherwise  occur " We  question  why  such  a huge  volume  of 
natural  material  should  be  sent  to  a landfill,  shortening  its  lifespan  and  hastening  the  need  for  a new  landfill  site 
We  suggest  that  an  estimate  be  made  of  the  volume  of  vegetation 


Mitigation 


137-T 


General  Comment 


From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter  Through  the  permitting  process,  the  BLM,  Arizona  Corporation  Commission 
(ACC),  and  NextEra  may  be  able  to  develop  this  project  in  a way  that  supports  climate  change  goals  while 
adequately  minimizing  and  mitigating  impacts 


Concur  with  National  Register  eligibility  recommendations  for  the  nine  cultural  resource  sites  described  in  the 
archaeological  technical  report  The  three  National  Register  eligible  sites  should  be  avoided,  preserved  and 
protected  in  open  space  if  the  project  proceeds 


28  (RTC 
Tab) 


4 


2 162-1 


CUL-1 


General  Comment 


In  archaeology,  avoidance  is  always  the  preferred  alternative  Relocate  the  project  to  already  disturbed  land 
and  chances  are  good  you'll  actually  avoid  archaeology  instead  of  wnting  it  off  to  mitigation  as  a cost  of  doing 
business  Talk  about  the  cumulative  impacts  of  always  digging  sites  instead  of  truly  avoiding  them! 


1£I 


CUL-2 


Tribal  Coordination 


We  reiterate  that  if  any  of  the  six  identified  eligible  or  potentially  eligible  prehistoric  sites  will  be  adversely 
affected  by  project  activities,  wejook  forward  to  continuing  consultation  including  to  be  provided  with  a copy  of 
any  proposed  treatment  plan  for  review  and  comment 


Response 


The  draft  EIS  used  a conservative  approach  to  estimate  total  metric  tons  of  carbon  dioxide  equivalents  that 
would  be  generated  as  a result  of  project  activities,  including  site  grading.  Calculating  the  volume  of  vegetation 
would  reauire  speculative  assumptions  regarding  density  and  total  vegetation  weight  and,  as  a result,  would  not 
improve  analysis  of  proiect  greenhouse  gas  emissions 

Section  4.3.10  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  a potential  mitioation  measure  to  reduce  landfilling 
of  cleared  veoetation  by  sending  this  material  to  a composting  facility 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  BLM  has  consulted  with  the  Arizona  SHPO.  tribes  and  the  public  to 
determine  the  NRHP  eligibility  of  the  cultural  resources  (historic  properties)  recorded  within  the  area  of  potential 
effect  (APE) 

By  letter  dated  March  22.  2010,  Ann  Valdo  Howard.  SHPO  archaeologist,  concurred  with  the  BLM's 
determination  that  three  historic  properties  within  the  APE  are  eligible  for  the  NRHP  under  criterion  D of  36  CFR 
60  4 These  properties,  A Z T:10:238  (ASM).  T 14  165  (ASM),  and  T14167  (ASM)  are  prehistoric  artifact 
scatters  associated  with  the  Hohokam  Tradition  If  an  action  alternative  is  determined  to  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  these  NRHP  eligible  historic  properties  in  the  APE,  then  actions  would  be  taken  to  avoid,  minimize,  or 
mitigate  any  such  adverse  effects  before  proiect  initiation 

Two  of  the  eligible  properties,  which  lie  within  a potential  transmission  line  corridor,  would  be  avoided  during 
construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  proiect  However,  the  third  site  lies  within  the  area  proposed  for  the 
solar  array  under  all  alternatives  and  would  be  directly  impacted  by  construction  For  this  reason.  Section  106 
consultations  have  resulted  in  a determination  of  adverse  effect  We  are  consulting  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  and  tribes  to  resolve  adverse  effects  through  the  development  and  implementation 
of  a treatment  plan  and  Memorandum  of  Agreement 


Two  of  the  National  Register-eligible  properties  that  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  proiect  could  be 
avoided,  and  avoidance  is  the  preferred  treatment  for  those  sites  However,  the  third  site  lies  within  the  area 
proposed  for  the  solar  array  under  all  alternatives  As  its  avoidance  would  not  be  feasible,  scientific  data 
recovery  is  proposed  as  the  primary  measure  to  address  adverse  impacts  In  this  region,  it  is  possible  that  the 
use  ol  disturbed  lands  in  areas  of  high  site  density,  such  as  agricultural  fields  along  the  Gila  River,  could  affect 
more  sites  than  the  development  of  undisturbed  areas  of  comparable  size  that  have  low  site  densities 

Regarding  the  cumulative  impacts  of  archaeological  excavation  if  data  recovery  is  determined  to  be  an 
appropriate  level  of  mitigation  for  adverse  effects  to  NRHP-eligible  sites,  see  Section  4.20.4.3  1 of  the  draft  EIS, 
which  discusses  the  cumulative  impact  of  collecting  information  and  the  physical  loss  of  cultural  resources 

The  BLM  has  consulted  with  the  Arizona  SHPO.  tribes  and  the  public  to  determine  the  NRHP  eligibility  of  the 
cultural  resources  (historic  properties)  recorded  within  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE) 

By  letter  dated  March  22,  2010,  Ann  Valdo  Howard.  SHPO  archaeologist,  concurred  with  the  BLM's 
determination  that  three  historic  properties  within  the  APE  are  eligible  for  the  NRHP  under  criterion  D ol  36  CFR 
60  4 These  properties,  A Z T 10:238  (ASM).  T 14  165  (ASM),  and  T 14:167  (ASM)  are  prehistoric  artifact 
scatters  associated  with  the  Hohokam  Tradition.  If  an  action  alternative  is  determined  to  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  these  NRHP  eligible  historic  properties  m the  APE,  then  actions  would  be  taken  to  avoid,  minimize,  or 
mitigate  any  such  adverse  effects  before  proiect  initiation. 

Two  of  the  eligible  properties,  which  lie  within  a potential  transmission  line  corridor,  could  be  avoided  during 
construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  proiect  However,  the  third  site  lies  within  the  area  proposed  for  the 
solar  array  under  all  action  alternatives  and  would  be  directly  impacted  by  construction.  For  this  reason,  Section 
106  consultations  have  resulted  in  a determination  of  adverse  effect.  The  BLM  is  consulting  with  the  SHPO  and 
tribes  to  resolve  adverse  effects  through  the  development  and  implementation  of  a treatment  plan  and 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  Please  refer  to  Section  5 4 of  the  final  EIS  for  further  details 
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No. 

Letter  No. 
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Response 

63 

150-0 

CUL-2 

Tribal  Coordination 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Additionally,  we  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  begin  the  Section  106  process 
under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA).  16  U S C § 470(f),  The  requirements  of  NHPA  are 
separate  from  NEPA's  requirements,  although  the  Section  106  regulations  encourage  federal  agencies  to 
coordinate  the  two  processes.  See  36  C F R § 800.2(a)(4)  Proper  coordination  of  the  NHPA  and  NEPA 
compliance  actions  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  adverse  effects  to  historic  properties  are  adequately  considered 
pursuant  to  the  Section  106  regulations.  36  C.F  R § 800,  et  seq.  Proper  coordination  with  Native  American 
tribes  will  be  a central  component  of  the  consultation  process 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  As  discussed  in  Sections  3 4 5 1 and  3 4.6  of  the  draft  EIS.  BLM  initiated  NHPA 

Section  106  consultation  in  Julv  2009  The  final  EIS  has  been  modified  in  Section  5 4 to  provide  information 

about  the  status  of  consultation  since  the  publication  of  the  draft  EIS  A full  description  of  aovernment-to- 

aovernment  consultation  can  be  found  there 

2 

137-T 

CUL-5 

Methodology 

No  cultural  landscape  study  done  as  part  of  cultural  resources  study-  cultural  landscape  study  needs  to  be 
completed  and  sent  to  tribes  for  review 

Existina  information  indicates  that  there  were  places  and  natural  landmarks  of  traditional  importance  to  the 

O’odham  and  Maricopa  peoples  alona  the  Gila  River  and  in  the  Estrella  Mountains  No  traditional  places  have 

been  identified  within  the  proposed  Proiect  Area,  which  likely  was  a corridor  for  travel  between  the  river  and 

mountain  ranaes  to  conduct  seasonal  subsistence  activities  and  likelv  was  used  for  temoorarv  activities  of 

resource  exploitation  and  camoina  If  the  proiect  were  to  be  approved  with  scientific  data  recoverv  as  part  of  a 

mitiqation  strateav  to  resolve  adverse  effects  on  A Z T 10  238  (ASM).  BLM  will  reauire  that  the  final  reoort 

include  a discussion  of  the  site's  role  within  the  surroundina  cultural  and  environmental  landscape  Tribes  will  be 

provided  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  offer  additional  information  relevant  to  the  final  reoort 

62 

150-0 

CUL-5 

Methodology 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  BLM  must  adequately  evaluate  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
proposed  project  on  historic  resources  They  must  address  cultural  resource  issues  in  the  DEIS  The  NEPA 
regulations  recognize  that  impacts  to  cultural  resources  such  as  historic  properties  and  "scientific  resources" 
can  comprise  a significant  impact  on  the  environment  40  CFR  1508.27(b)(3).(8).  Additionally,  the  BLM  must 
analyze  the  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impact  of  each  alternative  on  areas  of  importance  to  local  tribes  and 
areas  of  high  cultural  site  density.  Recommendation  The  BLM  should  prioritize  protection  of  the  area's 
outstanding  cultural  resources,  including  study  of  the  area's  resources,  development  of  strategies  to  minimize 
and  mitigate  impacts,  and  ongoing  engagement  in  consultation  with  local  Native  American  tribes.  The  BLM 
should  perform  a class  III  survey  to  thoroughly  assess  the  site's  archaeological  resources  and  the  DEIS  should 
analyze  thoroughly  the  impacts  and  should  include  an  alternative  that  minimizes  and  mitigates  impacts  to 
cultural  resources 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  A Class  III  survev  was  conducted  in  2009  (see  Section  3 4 1 of  the  draft  EIS):  of 

the  nine  archaeoloaical  sites  identified,  three  were  determined  eliaible  for  the  National  Reaister  of  Historic 

Places  The  draft  EIS  includes  a full  discussion  of  the  existina  cultural  resources  and  possible  impacts,  mcludina 

direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts,  on  historic  properties  and  other  cultural  resources  (see  Sections  3 4 

4 4.  and  4.20  4 3 of  the  draft  EIS)  A full  description  of  aovernment  to  aovernment  (includina  tribal)  consultation 

is  included  in  Chapter  5 of  the  final  EIS.  Section  5 4 

27  (RTC  2 
Tab) 

162-1 

CUL-5 

Methodology 

Perhaps  1 missed  it,  but  the  report  does  not  seem  to  indicate  whether  or  not  the  entire  project  area  was  actually 
subjected  to  a comprehensive  100%  cultural  resource  survey  Who  did  the  survey?  Where  they  qualified 
archaeologists  with  specialized  Knowledge  of  the  survey  area7  What  is  the  title  of  the  survey  report?  What  is  the 
8000  acre  number  mentioned  in  one  section?  Why  is  there  no  mention  of  prehistoric  trails  which  are  extremely 
common  in  the  area7  Did  the  consultant  not  look  for  them,  or  perhaps  not  recognize  them7 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  A Class  III  survev  of  the  entire  Proiect  Area  was  conducted  in  2009  (EPG  2009a) 

(see  Section  3.4  1 of  the  draft  EIS)  and  nine  archaeoloaical  sites  were  identified.  Please  note  that  the  intensive 

cultural  resource  survev  covered  an  area  of  8.628  acres,  which  is  laraer  than  the  final  proiect  proposal.  The 

laraer  survev  area  allowed  for  flexibility  in  the  proiect  desian.  as  well  as  a more  comprehensive  inventorv  of 

cultural  resources 

No  trails  were  found  in  the  surveyed  area  The  reoort  bv  EPG  cites  relevant  observations  from  a nearbv 

archaeoloaical  studv  Durina  the  documentation  ol  trails  alona  SR-85  west  of  the  proposed  proiect. 

archaeoloaists  from  Arizona  State  University  and  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community  noted  that  visible  linear 

clearinas  or  depressions  in  the  around  surface  were  no  lonaer  apparent  when  one  reached  the  alluvial  flats  of 

Little  Rainbow  Valiev  More  diffuse  but  apparently  linear  distributions  of  isolated  artifacts,  observed  in  both 

studies,  could  indicate  aeneral  corridors  of  travel  between  the  Gila  River  and  mountain  ranaes 

The  Environmental  Plannma  Group  (EPG)  conducted  this  survev.  EPG  holds  a BLM  Cultural  Resource  Use 

Permit  As  a federal  land  manaaina  aaencv.  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  complvina  with  leaislation  pertainma  to 

cultural  resources  on  lands  manaaed  bv  the  BLM  Permits  for  archaeoloaical  investiaations  are  issued  to 

aualified  academic  and  scientific  institutions,  cultural  resources  consultma  firms.  State  aaencies.  and  other 

aualified  institutions  and/or  individuals  to  conduct  professional  cultural  resources  investiaations  on  public  lands 

5 

135-G 

CUM-1 

General  Comment 

The  cumulative  impacts  section  should  also  include  the  existina  solar  aDDlications  on  BLM  lands  which  occur  on 

As  described  in  Section  4.20.2.7  of  the  draft  EIS.  the  cumulative  effects  assessment  area  (CEAA)  selected  for 

Lower  Colorado  Sonoran  Desert  Creosote-Bursaae  and  Palo-Verde  Cactus  Mixed  Scrub.  The  smaller  area 

veaetation  and  wildlife  is  the  Rainbow  Valiev  Althouah  this  smaller  area  does  not  capture  impacts  from  other 

analvzed  does  not  capture  the  full  potential  of  the  cumulative  impacts  from  solar  development  on  these  habitat 

solar  developments  on  BLM  lands,  we  believe  it  is  more  suitable  than  the  laraer  area  proposed  because  it 

types. 

allows  a more  robust  assessment  of  all  of  the  oast,  present,  and  reasonablv  foreseeable  actions  affectina  these 

resources  than  would  be  possible  tor  all  areas  of  the  Lower  Colorado  Sonoran  Desert  Creosotebush-Bursaqe 

and  Palo  Verde  Cactus  Mixed  Scrub  veaetation  communities  The  Rainbow  Valiev  CEAA  also  encompasses 

slopes,  soil,  and  habitat  tvoes  similar  to  the  Proiect  Area,  as  described  in  Table  4 84  of  the  draft  EIS 

3 

144-G 

CUM-1 

General  Comment 

Map  26-Reasonablv  Foreseeable  Actions  Please  include  entire  lenath  of  the  Hassavamoa  Freewav  on  this 

Mao  26  (now  Map  32  in  the  final  EIS)  has  been  revised  to  show  the  lenath  of  the  freewav  within  the  map's  area 

mao  to  show  the  reaional  siamficance  of  the  proiect  and  title  it  "Hassavamoa  Freewav"  instead  of 

The  Hassavamoa  Freewav  is  alreadv  labeled  "Hassavamoa  Freewav"  on  the  mao.  The  label  'Transportation"  is 

"Transportation" 

used  in  the  leaend  because  there  are  multiple  reasonablv  foreseeable  transportation  actions  depicted  on  the 

mao 
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9 

161-G 

CUM-1 

General  Comment 

We  are  concerned  about  the  cumulative  impact  of  man-made  deqradation  to  the  surroundina  desert  In  the 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  Cumulative  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  discussed  in 

vicimtv.  there  already  is  a orison  complex,  a landfill,  a aravel  Dit  on  Dublic  land  lust  east  of  the  Dark,  the  Wesco 

Section  4.20  of  fhe  draft  EIS 

pits,  and  three  more  oits  farther  east.  Manv  of  these  facilities  are  on  public  land  and  all  appeared  on  the 

landscape  lust  within  the  last  20  vears  Farther  awav.  we  are  concerned  about  the  fraamentation  of  public  land 

and  viewsheds  bv  similar  enerav  facilities  across  the  West. 

9 

161-G 

CUM-1 

General  Comment 

This  proiect  alone  will,  if  built,  have  a huae  neaative  impact  on  the  land,  keepina  in  mind  the  manv  others  beina 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  Cumulative  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  discussed  in 

Section  4.20  of  fhe  draft  EIS. 

proposed,  especially  alona  1-10  west  of  Phoenix,  resultma  in  cumulative  impact  to  the  landscape 

117 

143-B 

GEO-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-56  Section  4 5 

Geology  and  Minerals  - Impacts  are  being  attributed  to  a resource  where  there  are  no  impacts.  According  to 
page  3-30  "Overview"  - the  impacts  would  be  assessed  for  unique  or  sensitive  geological  features  None  were 
found  so  why,  on  page  4-56,  are  impacts  being  attributed  to  geology? 

The  overview  in  Section  3 5 Geology  and  Minerals  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  no  unique  or 
sensitive  geologic  features  or  geologic  hazards  are  found  in  the  Project  Area  Impacts  to  geology  are  described 
for  the  deposits  and  minerals  that  are  found  in  the  Project  Area 

118 

143-B 

GEO-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-57  Section  4.5.3  2 
Change  "course"  to  "coarse" 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  as  requested 

3 

04 

HAZ-1 

General  Comment 

We  have  poor  roads  (dirt)  - In  the  event  of  an  explosion  (Hydrogen  on  site  - Gas)  we  will  need  to  exit  site  as 
quickly  as  possible  - This  is  not  possible 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Table  2 1 of  the  draft  EIS  includes  a summary  of  human  health  and  safety 
measures  committed  to  for  the  project  The  following  hydrogen  safety  measures  have  been  added  to  that  table 
in  the  final  EIS  "Should  Boulevard  choose  to  use  a hvdroaen  cooled  aenerator.  all  standard  industry  practices 
would  be  employed  to  safeguard  the  system  and  minimize  risks  Safeguards  include  leak  detection 
pressure/temperature  monitoring,  automatic  generator  shutdown,  and  fire  detection/suppression  systems." 

5 

124-1 

HAZ-1 

General  Comment 

1 have  concerns  about  radiation  exposure. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM,  in  partnership  with  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable 
Energy,  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  the  Department  of  Energy  are  currently  preparing  a Programmatic 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PDEIS)  to  evaluate  utility-scale  solar  energy  development  on  public  lands. 
Electrical  magnetic  field  information  from  the  PDEIS  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 6 3j), 
Electrical  Magnetic  Fields 

6 

134-1 

HAZ-1 

General  Comment 

Please  maintain  a regular  collection  of  trash  thrown  on  the  ground  by  construction  traffic  (A  regular  collection  of 
road  kill). 

The  final  EIS  has  been  updated  in_Section  4.19.5  Potential  Mitigation  Measures  (for  Wildlife)  to  include  periodic 
collection  of  trash  from  the  project  access  roads 

119 

143-B 

HAZ-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-60  Section  4.6 

Hazardous  Materials-  Impacts  are  not  provided.  Stating  what  is  being  used/stored  does  not  provide  the  reader 
with  the  impacts  to  employees  or  the  surrounding  area 

Section  4 6 of  the  draft  EIS  provides  public  disclosure  concerning  the  materials  used/stored  in  the  Project  Area 
With  the  proper  application  of  required  plans  and  protective  measures  (see  Section  3.6.2  of  the  draft  EIS) 
impacts  associated  with  hazardous  materials  are  not  expected  from  the  SSEP 

25 

162-1 

HAZ-1 

General  Comment 

While  the  document  minimizes  the  toxicity  of  several  of  the  chemicals  the  document  says  will  be  used,  there  is 
no  data  Why  not  include  Material  Safety  Data  Sheets  for  the  listed  chemicals?  This  would  allow  the  public  to 
decide  for  themselves 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  A list  of  proiect  chemicals  and  their  relative  toxicitv  levels  has  been  added  to 
Section  4 6 3 the  final  EIS  MSDS  sheets  for  these  chemicals  can  be  found  online  usina  MSDS  clearmahouses 

such  as  http://www  ilpi.eom/msds/#lnternet 

10 

139-G 

HAZ-2 

Soil  Contamination 

The  land-treatment  units  will  cover  approximately  15  acres  of  the  site  and  process  2,250  cubic  yards  of 
contaminated  soils  annually  These  soils  have  been  contaminated  by  heat  transfer  fluid  leaking  from  the  solar 
collection  assemblies  or  other  spills  Once  these  soils  have  been  remediated,  they  will  be  stockpiled  on  site  until 
which  time  they  are  reincorporated  into  the  area  as  fill  There  is  no  specific  period  of  time  needed  to  remediate 
the  contaminated  soils  Neither  the  Proposed  Action  nor  Alternative  A delineated  steps  that  will  be  implemented 
to  ensure  all  soils  have  been  fully  remediated  prior  to  the  closure  and  decommisioning  of  the  facility. 

Section  2.5.4. 2. 3 of  the  draft  EIS  states  that  hazardous  soils  would  be  taken  to  an  approved  landfill  for  disposal 
Other  soils  would  be  treated  to  a concentration  of  lOOmg/kg  of  HTF  As  a design  feature  of  all  alternatives,  this 
would  be  a condition  of  approval  for  a ROW  grant. 

Section  2.3.1  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  clarify  that  a Plan  of  Development  would  be  required  if  this 
project  is  authorized,  and  attached  to  the  ROD  Per  40  CFR  1505.2(c),  the  ROD  will  summarize  the  monitoring 
and  enforcement  of  conditions  of  approval  and  mitiaation  measures  The  BLM  will  also  stipulate  specific  project 
actions  or  conditions  as  Dart  of  their  issuance  of  a ROW  authorization 

9 

139-G 

HAZ-3 

Evaporation  Pond  Material 
Disposal 

There  is  no  mention  of  the  ponds  being  remediated  (drained  and  dredged)  prior  to  being  back-filled  at  the  close 
of  the  project.  These  ponds  will  be  utilized  to  evaporate  different  types  of  wastewater  from  the  plant's  cooling 
operations  Removing  any  residual  waste  materials  prior  to  back-filling  should  be  required 

Section  2.5.5  Termination  and  Reclamation  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  language  describing 
remediation  of  ponds,  including  removal  of  all  residual  solids,  prior  to  the  close  of  the  project 

12 

145-G 

HHS-1 

General  Comment 

The  Oregon  DOT'S  solar  project  addressed  electrical  magnetic  fields  caused  by  solar  power  generation.  1 
recommend  addressing  electrical  magnetic  fields  in  the  EIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM.  in  partnership  with  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable 
Energy,  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  the  Department  of  Energy  are  currently  preparing  a Programmatic 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PDEIS)  to  evaluate  utility-scale  solar  energy  development  on  public  lands  In 
response  to  this  comment,  electrical  magnetic  field-information  from  the  PDEIS  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS 
in  Section  4 6.3J),  Electrical  Magnetic  Fields 
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141 

143-B 

LSG-1 

pg  4-74  Section  4 8 1 

Second  sentence.  Rewrite  to  read  "Impacts  to  grazing  would  consist  of  acres  of  forage  lost  as  a result  of  " 

In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  revised  as  requested 

142 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-74  Section  4 8.3 

First  paragraph  third  sentence  Rewrite  to  say  " livestock  would  no  longer  be  able  to  graze  from 
vegetation..." 

In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  revised  as  requested 

143 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

4-74  Section  4 8.3 

Bottom  paragraph  on  page,  first  sentence  Remove  comma  after  "strikes". 

In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  revised  as  requested 

144 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-74  Section  4 8 3 

Bottom  paragraph  on  page.  Everything  except  the  first  sentence  are  really  mitigation  measures,  perhaps  they 
should  be  moved  to  that  section 

The  paragraph  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  remove  sentences  reaardina  speed  limits  and  fencma 
because  these  are  potential  mitiaation  measures  However,  fuaitive  dust  control  is  an  annlicant-rnmmiMPd 

environmental  protection  measure  and  is  appropriate  to  discuss  in  Section  4 8.3 

145 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-75  Section  4 8 6 

Unsure  if  this  is  an  error,  but  is  it  supposed  to  be  Alternative  A instead  of  B7 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  identifying  the  error  Section  4 8 7 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  refer  to 
Alternative  A instead  of  Alternative  B 

146 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-75  Section  4 8.8 

If  rebuilding  the  stock  pond  is  being  proposed  then  why  mention  impacts  if  it  isn't  rebuilt7 

The  sentence  referring  to  residual  impacts  from  not  rebuilding  the  stock  pond  has  been  deleted  from  Section 
4 8 10  of  the  final  EIS.  Language  has  been  added  to  clarify  the  residual  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  that  would 
occur  despite  the  rebuilt  stock  pond 

147 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-75  Section  4 8.8 

First  sentence  Rewrite  to  read  "Rebuilding  the  stock  pond  would  allow  cattle  to  continue  to  forage  in  the  area  ." 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  content  is  correct  as  written 

148 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-75  Section  4 8 8 

Second  sentence  Replace  "have  access"  with  "be  able" 

This  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  Section  4 8 10  of  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  residual  impacts 

149 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-75  Section  4 8.8 

Last  sentence  Should  the  first  reference  to  the  word  "forage"  really  be  "foliage"? 

This  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  Section  4.8  10  of  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  residual  impacts 

150 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-76  Section  4 8.9 

First  sentence  Replace  "via"  with  "because  of" 

In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  revised  as  requested 

151 

143-B 

LSG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-76  Section  4 8 10 

Last  sentence  Remove  both  commas 

In  the  final  EIS  the  sentence  has  been  revised  as  requested 

34 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-38  Section  3.7.2 

Last  paragraph,  put  acronym  in  for  ACC  (it  is  repeated  later) 

Because  the  abbreviation  ACC  is  alreadv  being  used  for  air-cooled  condenser,  we  have  spelled  out  all 

occurances  of  Arizona  Corporation  Commission 

35 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-39  Section  3.7.2 

First  bullet,  second  sentence  Change  sentence  to  read  'This  programmatic  EIS  amends  the 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  the  first  bullet,  second  sentence  of  Section  3.7.2  has  been  revised 
accordingly 

36 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-40  Section  3.7.3. 1 

Second  paragraph  Combine  second  and  third  sentences  to  read  "The  monument  is  managed  under  the  Lower 
Gila  South  RMP  to  protect  " 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3 7 3 1 has  been  revised  accordingly. 

37 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-41  Section  3.7.3  2 

Change  final  sentence  to  read  "A  ROW  would  be  needed  from  the  Arizona 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3 7.3.2  has  been  revised  accordingly. 

38 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-42  Section  3.7.4 

First  paragraph,  second  sentence  Remove  comma  after  Project  Area 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3.7  4 has  been  revised  accordingly 
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39 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-42  Table  3-18 

For  lease  number  16-110986,  the  location  should  say  "Traverses" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Table  3-18  has  been  revised  accordingly 

40 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-42  Table  3-18 

For  lease  72-011068,  it  should  read  "Traverses  the  land-use  analysis  area  north  to  south,  west ..." 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Table  3-18  has  been  revised  accordingly 

41 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-42  Table  3-18 

For  lease  number  14-106487/14-1-107947,  the  switchyard  is  actually  north  of  the  Komatke  Road  alignment. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Table  3-18  has  been  revised  accordingly 

42 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-43  Table  3-18 

For  lease  number  18-106512,  change  the  location  to  read  "Traverses  the  land-use  analysis  areas  east  from  the 
Southwest  " 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Table  3-18  has  been  revised  accordingly. 

43 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-44  Table  3-19 

For  serial  number  AZA  31607,  there  is  a problem  in  that  it  lists  Sections  5 and  5 That  should  probably  be  a 
different  section 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  The  correct  Sections  are  28-30  of  TownshiD  2 South  Ranae  3 West  In  the  final 
EIS  Table  3-19  has  been  revised  accordingly 

44 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-44  Table  3-19 

For  senal  number  AZAR  486101,  designated  is  missing  its  final  "d". 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Table  3-19  has  been  revised  accordingly 

45 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-45  Section  3 7 4 1 

First  paragraph,  second  sentence  Rewrite  to  "The  Jojoba  500-kilovolt  (kV)  Switchyard,  operated  and 
maintained  by  Salt  River  Project  (SRP),  is  located  north  of  the  Komatke  Road  alignment  on 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3.7.4  1 has  been  revised  accordingly 

46 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-45  Section  3 7 4 1 

Second  paragraph,  Arizona  Public  Service  does  not  need  to  be  spelled  out  here,  also,  under  number  5,  the 
'the"  before  two  should  be  deleted. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  reference  to  the  Arizona  Public  Sen/ice  has  been  replaced  by  a reference  to 
the  Salt  River  Project  (SRP)  in  paragraph  one  of  Section  3 7 4 1 of  the  final  EIS  For  this  reason  Arizona  Public 
Sen/ice  (APS)  remains  spelled  out  in  paragraph  two.  The  word  "the"  belore  "two"  in  reference  to  " the  two  69- 
kV  transmission  lines  owned  by  APS"  has  been  deleted 

47 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-45  Table  3-20 

This  applies  throughout  the  document:  There  is  inconsistency  between  the  use  of  a dash  between  the  voltage 
figure  and  the  kV  designation  They  either  all  need  it  or  all  not  have  it. 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  The  aDoroDriateness  of  a dash  between  the  voltaae  fiaure  and  the  kV 
designations  depends  on  the  contexi  For  this  reason  in  some  cases  there  is  a voltaae  fiaure  and  a kV 
designation  with  a dash  (e.a  . "500-kV  transmission  line")  and  in  other  cases  no  dash  will  be  used  (e.a  . 
"transmission  line  that  is  500  kV").  Where  SDecific  maDDroDriate  use  of  a dash  was  indentified  corrections  have 
been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

48 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-46  Section  3.7.4  2 

First  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence  Rewrite  to  say  "Several  pnmitive  roads  provide  access  from  Komatke 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3.7  4 2 has  been  revised  accordingly 

49 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-46  Section  3. 7. 4. 2 

First  full  paragraph,  sixth  sentence.  Spell  out  OHV  the  first  time 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  This  change  was  not  made  because  OHV  is  spelled  out  in  the  fourth  paragraph  of 
Section  3 7 4 of  the  draft  EIS  There  is  no  need  to  spell  it  out  again  within  the  same  section 

50 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-46  Section  3.7  4 2 

First  full  paragraph,  eighth  sentence  There  is  an  extra  period  between  the  sentence  and  the  reference  to  the 
BLM 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3.7  4 2 has  been  revised  accordingly 

51 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-46  Section  3.7  4 2 

First  full  paragraph,  ninth  sentence  There  is  an  extra  space  between  roads  and  totaling 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3.7  4 2 has  been  revised  accordingly 

52 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  3-46  Section  3.7  4.2 

First  full  paragraph,  ninth  sentence  There  is  an  extra  period  at  the  end  of  the  sentence 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  3.7  4 2 has  been  revised  accordingly 

120 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4 7.1 

Fourth  sentence  Remove  commas  after  Area  and  energy 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 1 has  been  revised  accordingly. 
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pg  4-70  Section  4 7 i 

Last  sentence  It  states  that  impacts  are  discussed  in  terms  of  existing  land  use.  What  about  future  land  use? 
Not  cumulative  impacts,  but  specific  plans  for  the  area. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 1 has  been  revised  to  reflect  that  impacts  to  land  uses 
in  the  area  of  analysis  also  consider  the  degree  to  which  the  SSEP  would  affect  proposed  future  land  uses  in 
the  area  These  impacts  are  already  described  in  the  draft  EIS 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4.7.3 

Reword  second  paragraph  so  that  it  does  not  state  that  a secondary  access  road  would  be  built  from  the  east 
This  is  misleading  We  will  not  be  constructing  an  all-weather  access  road  from  the  east  at  this  point  in  time 
The  primary  access  will  be  from  SR  85 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 3 has  been  revised  to  remove  discussion  related  to  a 
secondary  access  road  from  Riggs  Road  in  the  east 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4.7.3 

The  statement  "The  SSEP  would  primarily  be  accessed  from  SR  85  via  Komatke  Rd  " is  incorrect.  The  SSEP 
would  be  primarily  accessed  from  SR  85  via  a newly  constructed  access  road 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7.3  has  been  revised  accordingly 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4 7.3 

First  paragraph,  last  sentence  Insert  "potentially"  afler  "would" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 3 has  been  revised  accordingly 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

4-70  Section  4 7 3 

Second  paragraph,  third  sentence  Replace  "utilize"  with  "use" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 3 has  been  revised  accordingly 

126 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4 7 3 

Second  paragraph,  last  sentence.  Rewrite  to  say  " it  would  have  minimal  effects  to  land  use  and  access  " 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7.3  has  been  revised  accordinalv.  the  secondarv  access 
sentence  was  removed  as  it  is  no  lonaer  oart  of  the  ProDosed  Action 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4.7.3 

Third  paragraph,  penultimate  sentence  Reference  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  rather  than  "national 
monument" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 3,  the  reference  to  "national  monument"  is  now  a 
reference  to  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument 

128 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-70  Section  4.7.3 

Third  paragraph,  last  sentence  Begin  sentence  with  "Other"  and  remove  "Although" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4.7  3 has  been  revised  accordingly 

129 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-71  Section  4 7 3 

First  paragraph  on  page,  first  sentence.  Insert  ’the"  in  front  of  "BLM" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7.3  has  been  revised  accordingly 

130 

143-B 

LU-1 

Compatibility  with  Other 
Existing  Uses 

pg  4-71  Section  4 7 3 

First  paragraph  on  page,  last  sentence  It  is  stated  that  there  would  be  "no"  impacts  to  utility  corridors  and  other 
existing  ROWs  This  seems  inconsistent  based  on  other  conclusions  that  have  been  stated  elsewhere,  where 
mpacts  to  road  ROWs  and  mining  rights  are  clearly  stated  being  impacted  These  impacts  to  not  rise  to  any 
appreciable  significance  level,  but  there  are  impacts 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7.3  has  been  revised  to  read  "Because  the  SSEP  ROW 
must  conform  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  previously  issued  ROWs  in  the  Project  Area,  there  would  be  no 
direct  impacts  to  these  rights  " Potential  impacts  to  access  and  other  future  DroDosed  land  uses  are  described  in 
Section  4.20.4  6.  Cumulative  Imoacts  " 

131 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-71  Section  4.7.3 

Second  paragraph  on  page,  first  sentence  Remove  the  word  "with"  after  "overlap" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 3 has  been  revised  accordingly 

132 

143-B 

LU-1 

Compatibility  with  Other 
Existing  Uses 

pg  4-71  Section  4 7.3  Table  4 40 

This  table  states  that  there  will  be  an  adverse  impact  to  residential  land  uses  within  0 6 miles  of  the  Project  Area 
due  to  noise.  However,  in  the  referenced  Section  4 12,  noise  is  just  one  of  the  facets  of  an  industrial 
development  potentially  causing  "slight  reductions  in  (property)  value"  for  houses  located  less  than  0 6 miles 
rom  such  a development.  The  others  in  4 12  include  traffic,  congestion,  obstruction  of  views,  and  decreases  in 
property  values  [redundant].  However,  these  other  factors  are  not  mentioned  in  Table  4 40  Further.  Section 
4.12  states  that  there  are  six  private  parcels  with  residential  structures  so  located  within  0 6 miles  of  the  SSEP 
site,  yet  this  important  qualifier  is  not  included  in  Table  4 40 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS.  Table  4 49  in  Section  4.7  3 has  been  revised  to  indicate  adverse 
mpacts  to  the  local  residents  and  visitors  to  the  area  who  are  seekina  a rural  residential  community  or  a 

semiprimitive  view  or  recreation  exDerience  The  SSEP  would  not  preclude  or  modifv  residential  land  uses 
Decause  no  component  of  the  project  footprint  would  eliminate  or  curtail  this  use  in  the  area  Potential  impacts 
to  adiacent  residential  areas  are  discussed  in  the  socioeconomics  sections  of  the  final  EIS  (Section  3 12  and 
4.12) 
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133 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-71  4 Table  4.40 

Why  are  impacts  from  noise  discussed  here9 

Thank  you  for  vour  comment.  In  the  final  EIS.  Table  4 49  in  Section  4.7.3  has  been  revised  to  indicate  adverse 

impacts  to  the  local  residents  and  visitors  to  the  area  who  are  seekina  a rural  residential  commumtv  or  a 

semiDnmitive  view  or  recreation  experience  The  SSEP  would  not  preclude  or  modifv  residential  land  uses 

because  no  component  of  the  oroiect  footonnt  would  eliminate  or  curtail  this  use  in  the  area.  Potential  impacts 

to  adiacent  residential  areas  are  discussed  in  the  socioeconomics  sections  of  the  final  EIS  (Section  3.12  and 

4 12).  The  reference  to  noise  in  Table  4 49  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  EIS  Potential  noise  impacts  to 

residences  are  discussed  in  Section  4 9 of  the  draft  EIS 

134 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-71  Table  4-40 

For  Grazing,  there  is  an  extra  space  between  "to"  and  "forage" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Table  4 49  has  been  revised  accordingly 

135 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-71  Table  4-40 

For  Residential,  the  impacts  listed  are  noise  impacts,  not  land  use  Land  use  impacts  to  residences  are  only 
direct,  not  indirect. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS,  Table  4 49  in  Section  4 7 3 has  been  revised  to  indicate  adverse 

impacts  to  the  local  residents  and  visitors  to  the  area  who  are  seekina  a rural  residential  community  or  a 

semionmitive  view  or  recreation  experience  The  SSEP  would  not  preclude  or  modifv  residential  land  uses 

because  no  component  of  the  oroiect  footprint  would  eliminate  or  curtail  this  use  in  the  area  Potential  impacts 

to  adiacent  residential  areas  are  discussed  in  the  socioeconomics  sections  of  the  final  EIS  (Section  3 12  and 

4 12).  The  reference  to  noise  in  Table  4 49  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  EIS.  Potential  noise  impacts  to 

residences  are  discussed  in  Section  4 9 of  the  draft  EIS. 

136 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-71  Section  4.7.3. 1 

First  paragraph,  first  sentence.  Change  Arizona  Corporation  Commission  into  "ACC"  as  it  has  already  been 
used  as  an  acronym  earlier  in  the  document. 

Because  the  abbreviation  ACC  is  alreadv  beina  used  for  air-cooled  condenser,  we  have  spelled  out  all 

occurances  of  Arizona  Corporation  Commission 

137 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-72  Table  4-41 

Under  Town  of  Buckeye  General  Plan,  land  use  is  stated  to  be  consistent,  although  the  area  is  zoned  as 
residential.  Unsure  if  this  discussion  is  appropriate  given  that  BLM  claims  jurisdiction  over  the  land 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  has  jurisdiction  over  the  SSEP  Project  Area  The  Buckeye  Zoning  Map 
lists  the  Project  Area  as  'rural  residential ' Table  4.50  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised.  The  consistency 
determination  for  the  Town  of  Buckeye  General  Plan  now  reads,  "Consistent  because  it  encourages  the  use  of 
renewable  resources,  inconsistent  because  the  Project  Area  is  zoned  by  the  Town  of  Buckeye  as  'rural 
residential'  However,  the  land  in  question  is  federally  owned  and  managed  by  the  BLM  Therefore,  Buckeye's 
rural  residential'  zonmq  classification  is  not  applicable  to  this  area  " 

138 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-72  Section  4 7.5 

First  sentence.  It  states  that  impacts  under  Alternative  B would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  action  This 
leading  sentence  is  unclear  since  the  remainder  of  the  paragraph  discusses  difference  in  impacts.  Suggest 
removing  or  rewording 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 6 has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  impacts  under 

The  difference  would  be  Alternative  B s impacts  would  occur  to  a lesser  extent  due  to  the  reduced  footprint  of 

this  alternative 

139 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-73  Section  4 7 6 

First  sentence  There  should  be  a space  between  "B"  and  "on" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4 7 7 has  been  revised  accordingly 

140 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-73  Section  4.7.10 

Whole  paragraph  This  sentence  may  need  to  be  rewritten,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  completely  accurate  These 
areas  could  potentially  return  to  their  previous  use  following  project  decommissioning,  so  the  impacts  are  not 
"irretrievable " 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  Section  4 7 10  of  the  draft  EIS  is  accurate  as  written  By  NEPA  definition  an 
irretrievable  impact  is  a resource  impact  that  occurs  during  the  time  frame  of  project  implementation  but  where 
the  integrity  of  those  resource  values  and  uses  would  be  restored  following  project  decommissioning. 

295 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-201  Section  4.20.4.6.1 

First  paragraph,  third  sentence  Add  comma  after  "grazing". 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4.20  4 6.1  has  been  revised  accordingly 

296 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-201  Section  4.20.4  6 

First  paragraph,  penultimate  sentence  Rewrite  to  say  "Recreation  use  consists  mostly  ..." 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4.20  4 6.1  has  been  revised  accordingly 

297 

143-B 

LU-1 

General  comment 

pg  4-201  Section  4.20  4 7 1 

First  paragraph,  first  sentence  The  word  "describe"  should  be  "described" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  final  EIS  Section  4.20  4 7 1 has  been  revised  accordingly. 

55 

150-0 

LU-1 

General  comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  As  stated  above,  we  believe  that  solar  and  energy  development  in  the 
Sonoran  Desert  should  be  steered  away  from  unique  and  sensitive  areas,  from  the  region's  undeveloped  core, 
and  from  lands  that  are  not  adjacent  to  transmission  and  other  needed  infrastructure 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 
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58 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  site  does  have  high  value  solar  resources  and  is  close  to  major 
infrastructure  and  other  developments,  as  well  as  existing  transmission. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

150-0 

Compatibility  with  Other 
Existing  Uses 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  There  are  a number  of  regional  or  local  land-use  planning  efforts  that  may 
impact  or  be  impacted  by  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  project.  The  proposed  location  for  the  Sonoran  Solar 
facility  is  in  close  proximity  to  several  protected  areas,  including  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and 
the  North  Maricopa  Wilderness  Area  There  is  a pipeline  corridor  as  well  as  transmission  lines  along  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  monument  as  well  as  a nearby  cement  plant  Nonetheless,  this  project  is  a significant 
departure  from  the  landuse  in  the  area,  primarily  due  to  its  scale  The  impacts  of  significantly  industrializing  this 
area  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  impacts  of  industrializing  this  area  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Chapter 

72 

150-0 

LU-1 

Compatibility  with  Other 
Existing  Uses 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  project  is  located  within  the  interface  between  the  Maricopa  Association 
of  Government's  adopted  Hassayampa  regional  transportation  plan  and  the  Hidden  Valley  plan,  which  is 
scheduled  to  be  acted  on  by  the  Association  s Regional  Council  soon  That  plan  proposed  a number  of  new 
highways  and  roads  that  would  traverse  land  in  close  proximity  to  the  project  site  The  EIS  must  fully  analyze 
the  impact  of  this  project  in  the  context  of  these  other  ongoing  planning  efforts 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Chapter  4 of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  impact  of  the  SSEP  in  the  context  of 
ongoing  planning  efforts,  particularly  in  Section  4.20  4 6,  Cumulative  Impacts.  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to 
include  the  conceptual  1-8/1-10  Hidden  Valiev  Framework  Studv  (Hassavamoa  Freewav)  in  Section  4 20  4 6 

73 

150-0 

LU-1 

Compatibility  with  Other 
Existing  Uses 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  project  site  is  located  within  BLM  lands  that  have  been  annexed  by  the 
Town  of  Buckeye  and,  while  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction  may  be  in  question,  recent  interactions  with  city  staff 
and  elected  official  suggest  they  have  a very  strong  interest  in  preserving  the  open  space  character  of  the 
general  Buckeye  Hills  area  Finally,  the  project  is  located  near  one  or  more  wildlife  linkages  identified  by 
Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  and  the  Arizona  Department  of  Transportation  The  EIS  must  fully  analyze 
the  impact  of  this  project  in  the  context  of  these  other  ongoing  planning  efforts 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Land  Use  and  Access  and  Wildlife  and  Special  Status  Species  related  impacts  of 
the  SSEP  are  disclosed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Sections  4.7  and  4 19,  respectively.  Cumulative  Wildlife  and  Special 
Status  Species  related  impacts  are  disclosed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 20  4 18  The  final  EIS  has  been 
revised  in  Section  4.20.4.6  to  include  the  Buckeve  Parks  Trails  and  ODen  Soace  Master  Plan 

98 

150-0 

LU-1 

General  comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter,  Attachment  A - Criteria  for  use  in  identifying  appropriate  areas  for 
development: 

Areas  to  Prioritize  for  Siting  include 

Lands  that  have  been  disturbed  due  to  human  activities  (e  g , mining,  grazing,  and  off-road  vehicle  use);  Lands 
of  comparatively  low  resource  value,  including  those  located  adjacent  to  degraded  and  impacted  private  or  state 
Irust  lands,  Brownfields,  including  idle  or  underutilized  industrialized  sites;  Lands  located  within  the  Arizona 
Game  and  Fish  "low  known  conflict"  areas,  Locations  adjacent  to  urbanized  areas,  as  long  as  these  do  not 
comprise  tourism-  or  recreation-based  economies;  Lands  identified  for  disposal  by  the  U S Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Lands  adjacent  to  federally  designated  energy  corridors  with  existing  major  transmission  lines, 
Locations  that  minimize  the  need  to  build  new  roads;  Locations  that  could  be  served  by  existing  substations; 
Areas  proximate  to  sources  of  municipal  wastewater  for  use  in  cleaning,  Locations  proximate  to  load  centers, 
and  Areas  that  have  been  identified  through  broad  and  transparent  multi-stakeholders  processes  that  include 
engagement  of  non-utility  stakeholders 

Areas  to  Avoid  for  Siting  include 

Wilderness  Areas;  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  Lands  identified  by  the  BLM  has  having  "wilderness 
characteristics".  National  Monuments,  National  Conservation  Areas,  Other  lands  within  the  BLM's  National 
Landscape  Conservation  System,  including  Outstanding  Natural  Areas,  National  Historic  and  National  Scenic 
Trails;  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreational  Rivers,  study  nvers  and  segments,  and  eligible  rivers  and  segments; 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  National  or  state  parks;  critical  habitat  designated  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  State  trust  lands  classified  for  conservation  purposes  under  the  Arizona  Preserve 
mtiative,  Lands  identified  by  state  and  local  governments  as  conservation  acquisition  priorities  Land  identified 
for  conservation  included  in  pending  legislation  or  ballot  initiatives;  and  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 
(SRMA) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 
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1 

142-1 

LU-3 

Access 

Land  Use  and  Access,  page  4-70  The  SSEP  would  result  in  closure  of  7.4  miles  of  primitive  roads  across  the 
Project  Area.  The  DEIS  also  states  that  "closure  of  some  existing  roads  would  reduce  motorized  and  non- 
motorized  access  to  adjacent  public  lands  (including  the  national  monument " However,  on  page  4-127,  the 
DEIS  states  that  " access  to  adjacent  public  lands  would  continue  via  other  public  lands  and  routes  around  the 
Project  Area  " In  my  view,  it  is  important  that  the  public  be  provided  clear,  consistent,  and  specific  information 
regarding  access  to  public  lands  adjacent  to  the  Project  Area,  including  access  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument  (SDNM).  Recommend  the  DEIS  provide  clarification  on  routes  available  to  the  public  that  would 
mitigate  the  access  lost  by  closure  of  primitive  roads  in  the  Project  Area  For  example,  the  DEIS  should  clarify 
whether  visitors  can  access  the  north  boundary  of  the  SDNM  via  Komatke  Road  and  spur  roads.  Similarly,  to 
mitigate  loss  of  a major  north-south  access  route  to  the  SDNM  (that  crosses  the  Project  Area),  the  DEIS  should 
clarify  how  residents  north  and  east  of  the  Project  Area  can  access  this  route  as  it  enters  the  SDNM  (where  it 
eventually  connects  to  Margie's  Cove.)  Can  access  be  provided  by  Tuthill  Road,  Riggs  Road,  and  spur  roads7 
This  should  be  spelled  out  so  that  the  public  is  reassured  that  traditional  access  to  the  SDNM  and  adjacent 
public  lands  is  not  lost  due  to  the  SSEP.  It  will  also  help  reassure  the  public  that  BLM  will  try  to  protect 
recreational  access  to  public  lands  in  future  solar  energy  projects 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Revisions  have  been  made  in  the  final  EIS  (Section  4.7,  Land  Use  and  Access)  to 
indicate  which  access  points  would  be  affected  and  which  access  points  would  be  unchanged  as  a result  of  the 
SSEP  It  has  been  clarified  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 7 3 that  the  resultant  loss  of  7 4 miles  of  primitive  roads 
would  not  reduce  access  to  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument 

2 

135-G 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

The  Department  also  recommends  defining  "Applicant  committed"  in  the  DEIS  It  is  not  clear  if  this  refers  to 
Boulevard  Associates,  LLC  or  whoever  owns/operates  the  facility  Also,  the  DEIS  needs  to  clarify  what  would 
happen  in  the  event  the  facility  was  sold 

Section  2 3 3 has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  read 

"Applicant-committed  environmental  protection  measures  are  actions,  practices,  or  design  features  that  are  part 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  all  action  alternatives  and  that  would  be  implemented  by  the  proponent  (Boulevard) 
Under  all  action  alternatives,  Boulevard  would  implement  the  applicant-committed  environmental  protection 
measures  and  BMPs  in  Table  2.2  lo  minimize  adverse  impacts  of  the  SSEP  to  sensitive  environmental 
resources.  These  would  be  included  as  conditions  of  approval  for  any  ROW  approved  by  BLM,  and  would  be 
binding  in  the  event  that  the  facility  were  transferred  or  operated  by  another  entity  " 

10 

143-B 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

Chapter  4 of  the  DEIS  contains  a section  in  each  resource  area  entitled  "Additional  Mitigation  Measures  " Per 
discussions  with  BLM  prior  to  the  release  of  the  DEIS,  Boulevard  understood  that  BLM's  intention  was  to 
present  these  mitigation  measures  as  a suite  of  options  for  the  BLM  decision  maker  The  decision  maker  could 
then  choose  to  implement  appropriate  mitigation  measures  if  and  when  a Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  and 
subsequent  Right  of  Way  grant  are  issued  As  currently  written,  the  DEIS  implies  that  these  mitigation 
measures  are  already  requirements  Boulevard  requests  that  these  sections  be  re-written  to  make  it  clear  to  the 
reader  that  the  mitigation  measures  remain  suggestions  until  the  BLM  formulates  an  ultimate  decision  on 
mitigation  requirements  during  the  ROD  process  One  potential  option  would  be  to  title  these  sections  "Potential 
Mitigation  Measures." 

Your  understanding  is  correct  As  written,  these  are  potential  mitigation  measures  identified  to  address  impacts 
disclosed  in  the  draft  EIS  For  clarity,  these  sections  have  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  "Potential 
Mitigation  Measures  "(BTG1)  In  addition,  a section  titled,  "2.3.4  Potential  Mitigation  Measures"  has  been  added 
to  Chapter  2 of  the  final  EIS.  which  clarifies  how  these  measures  are  considered  and  how  they  may  be  selected 
for  inclusion  in  the  ROD 

85 

143-B 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

General 

The  term  "additional  mitigation  measures"  implies  that  there  are  a core  set  of  mitigation  measures  earlier  in  the 
document  The  reader  tends  to  look  back  to  see  where  they  missed  the  first  list  of  mitigation  measures 
Applicant  committed  measures  are  not  mitigation  measures  and  should  not  be  characterized  as  such  See 
Section  6.5. 1.1  of  the  NEPA  Handbook  (H-1 790-1) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  "Additional  Mitigation  Measures"  has  been  revised  to  read  "Potential  Mitigation 
Measures  " In  addition,  Section  2 3 3 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  read 

"AoDlicant-committed  environmental  protection  measures  are  actions,  practices,  or  desian  features  that  are  part 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  all  action  alternatives  and  that  would  be  implemented  bv  the  proponent  (Boulevard) 
Under  all  action  alternatives,  Boulevard  would  implement  the  applicant-committed  environmental  protection 
measures  and  BMPs  in  Table  2.2  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  of  the  SSEP  to  sensitive  environmental 
resources.  These  would  be  included  as  conditions  of  approval  for  anv  ROW  approved  bv  BLM.  and  would  be 
bindina  in  the  event  that  the  facility  were  transferred  or  operated  bv  another  entity  " 

10 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

Our  recommendations  focus  on  strengthening  the  treatment  of  mitigation  for  wildlife  impacts  in  the  DEIS; 
however,  it  is  likely  that  the  treatment  of  all  mitigation  measures  in  the  DEIS  could  benefit  from  these 
suggestions. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  the  responses  to  other  comments  on  wildlife  and  other  mitigation 
measures. 

14 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

Further,  many  of  the  measures  that  are  included  in  the  DEIS  are  unclear  in  defining  what  would  be  required  of 
NextEra,  what  kind  of  monitoring  will  be  associated  with  these  mitigation  measures,  how  the  efficacy  of  the 
mitigation  would  be  measured,  and  what  changes  would  be  required  if  the  mitigation  measures  are  found  to  be 
inadequate 

A section  titled,  "2.3  4_Potential  Mitigation  Measures"  has  been  added  to  Chapter  2 of  the  Final  EIS,  which 
clarifies  how  these  measures  are  considered  and  how  they  may  be  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  ROD  The  ROD 
will  summarize  the  requirements  for  monitoring  and  enforcement,  per  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H-1 790-1  and  40 
CFR  1505.2(c). 

15 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

Finally,  the  DEIS  does  not  explain  how  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  the  document  would  be  translated 
into  terms  and  conditions  in  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  and  incorporated  in  the  ROW  grant,  or  how  NextEra 
and  the  public  will  receive  confirmation  that  the  requirements  have  been  met 

Information  on  monitoring  requirements  has  been  added  to  Section  2.3,4  of  the  Final  EIS  The  ROD  will 
summarize  the  requirements  for  monitoring  and  enforcement,  per  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H-1 790-1  and  40  CFR 
1505.2(c). 
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16 

150-0 

The  comments  in  this  section  are  intended  to  clarify  our  understanding  of  the  mitigation  measures  included  in 
the  DEIS  and  recommend  specific  ways  in  which  BLM  should  improve  its  treatment  of  mitigation  in  the  DEIS.  As 
described  below,  the  best  way  to  address  this  issue  would  be  to  publish  a supplement  to  the  DEIS  that  clarifies 
and  improves  the  discussion  and  incorporation  of  mitigation  measures  This  supplement  should  be  published 
pnoMo  publication  of  the  FEIS,  and  the  information  and  other  changes  should  also  be  incorporated  into  the 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  BLM  believes  that  mitigation  has  been  adequately  considered,  analyzed,  and 
presented  in  the  draft  EIS  In  addition,  we  have  considered  all  suggestions  for  specific  mitigation  measures  and 
monitoring  requirements  and  triggers  As  such,  no  supplement  to  the  draft  EIS  is  needed  However,  in  the  final 
EIS  the  BLM  has  clarified  and  improved  the  discussion  regarding  incorporation  of  mitigation  measures  See 
Section  2 3,4  in  the  final  EIS 

17 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

Based  on  a detailed  review  of  the  wildlife  impacts  and  mitigation  sections  of  the  DEIS,  as  well  as  personal 
communication  with  BLM  and  SWCA  (the  contractor  preparing  the  EIS  lor  BLM)  at  the  BLM  public  meeting  lor 
SSEP  in  Gila  Bend,  A Z,  we  understand  that  the  wildlife  mitigation  measures  in  the  DEIS  are  broken  down  as 
follows 

• To  find  the  mitigation  measures  in  section  2.3  1 on  p 2-2,  a reader  of  the  DEIS  is  required  to  find  a copy  of 
the  Lower  Gila  South  Resource  Management  Plan  (BLM  1985).  as  amended  (BLM  2005a,  2009a),  find  the 
"applicable  BMPs  and  management  stipulations"  therein  and  know  which  BMPs  and  management 
stipulations  in  that  document  will  apply  to  this  ROW  application, 

• Mitigation  measures  in  Table  2.1  (p.  2-2)  are  "Applicant  Committed  Environmental  Protection  Measures", 
and  would  be  implemented  for  all  action  alternatives, 

• Mitigation  measures  in  the  body  of  section  4 19  - 4.19.4  (p,  4-175  to  4-189)  are  required  by  law,  must  be 
implemented,  and  are  beyond  BLM's  discretion,  and 

• Mitigation  measures  in  section  4 19  5 are  additional  mitigation  measures  that  BLM  could  choose  to  require 
as  terms  and  conditions  in  the  ROD  and  ROW  grant. 

Spreading  these  mitigation  measures  out  across  several  sections  of  a nearly  600  page  document  makes  them 
difficult  to  find,  and  not  explicitly  stating  the  difference  between  the  various  categories  of  mitigation  measures 
included  makes  it  very  difficult  to  understand  what  is  actually  being  contemplated 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  2.3  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  the  various  measures 
considered  in  the  EIS  that  would  have  a mitigative  effect  on  potential  project  impacts  to  wildlife  and  other 
resources  In  particular,  specific  stipulations  from  the  Lower  Gila  South  RMP  and  its  amendments  have  been 
incorporated  into  Section  2.3.3  of  the  final  EIS  Manaaement  practices  required  hy  law  are  nnuu  referred  jn  as 
Laws,  Ordinances,  Regulations,  and  Standards  ILORS),  and  the  consideration  of  potential  mitigation  has  been 
clarified  in  Section  2 3.4  of  the  final  EIS 

18 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

BLM  should  publish  a supplement  to  the  DEIS  that  clearly  identifies  the  categories  of  mitigation  measures  and 
what  they  mean,  and  the  information  should  be  presented  in  a way  that  is  easy  to  find  and  understand  This 
information  should  also  be  included  in  an  improved  format  in  the  FEIS.  One  example  of  potential  improvements 
to  the  formatting  for  presentation  of  mitigation  measures  can  be  found  in  the  DEIS  for  the  proposed  Chevron 
Lucerne  solar  project  in  California  5 The  Chevron  Lucerne  DEIS  numbers  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  for 
reference,  and  directly  ties  mitigation  measures  to  impacts.  For  example,  for  Effect  BIO-5  Introduction  of  the 
Invasive  Argentine  Ant,  the  DEIS  states  " Implementation  of  MM  BIO-8  would  immediately  detect  the 
introduction  and  ensure  the  prevention  of  this  invasive  species  " 

see:  http  //www  blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/barstow/chevron_energy_solutions.html 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  BLM  believes  that  mitigation  has  been  adequately  considered,  analyzed,  and 
presented  in  the  draft  EIS  As  explained  in  Section  4 111  Mitigation  and  Residual  Effects  of  the  draft  EIS  the 
mitigation  measures  in  Chapter  4 are  proposed  mitigation  that  could  be  implemented  to  address  impacts 
identified  in  Chapter  4 Therefore,  they  are  placed  at  the  end  of  the  chapter  to  track  logically  from  disclosure  of 
impacts  to  the  resulting  potential  mitigation.  In  addition,  as  explained  in  Section  4.1  1.1  of  the  draft  EIS.  the 
residual  effects  sections  disclose  impacts  that  cannot  be  mitigated,  and  as  such  disclose  the  effectiveness  of 
the  proposed  mitigation 

In  addition,  BLM  has  considered  all  suggestions  for  specific  mitigation  measures  and  monitoring  requirements 
and  triggers  As  such,  no  supplement  to  the  draft  EIS  is  needed  However,  in  the  final  EIS  the  BLM  has  clarified 
and  improved  the  discussion  and  incorporation  of  mitigation  measures.  See  Section  2.3,4  in  the  final  EIS 

19 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

BLM  should  increase  the  certainty  in  what,  where,  when,  and  how  mitigation  measures  will  be  carried  out  and 
how  they  will  be  monitored  Mitigation  is  only  effective  if  it  is  applied  in  a manner  consistent  with  the  needs  of 
whatever  particular  impact  is  being  mitigated.  While  some  flexibility  in  mitigation  measures  is  necessary  to  allow 
for  modifications  based  on  monitoring  of  impacts  BLM  needs  to  include  much  more  certainty  and  details  in  the 
mitigation  measures  than  are  currently  included  in  the  DEIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Information  on  monitoring  requirements  has  been  added  in  Section  2 3,4  of  the 
final  EIS  The  ROD  will  summarize  the  requirements  for  monitoring  and  enforcement,  per  BLM  NEPA  Handbook 
H-1 790-1  and  40  CFR  1505  2(c) 

22 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

For  some  mitigation  measures,  the  DEIS  does  include  detailed  descriptions  that  are  much  more  helpful  in 
providing  certainty  as  to  what  is  required  of  NexlEra  For  example  In  order  to  accommodate  wildlife  movement 
across  the  mam  SSEP  access  road  and  to  reduce  the  risk  of  wildlife  mortality  from  vehicle  strikes,  culverts 
would  be  installed  under  the  roadway  Road  kill  would  be  monitored  to  determine  the  success  of  the  culverts  If 
road  kill  is  determined  to  be  inadequate  by  the  authorized  officer,  fencing  would  be  installed  along  the  length  of 
he  road  corridor  to  exclude  wildlife  and  better  funnel  it  into  the  culvert  crossings,  (p  4-188,  emphasis  added) 
This  language  is  much  clearer  and  more  helpful,  though  it  could  also  be  improved  by  specifying  the  length  of 
ime  monitoring  would  be  conducted  and  the  methods  to  be  used  for  determining  what  "inadequate"  levels  of 
road  kill  are 

Additional  detail  on  mitigation  measures  (including  monitoring  requirements,  etc.)  has  been  added  in  Section 
2 34  of  the  Final  EIS.  The  ROD  will  summarize  the  requirements  for  monitoring  and  enforcement,  per  BLM 
NEPA  Handbook  H-1 790-1  and  40  CFR  1505.2(c) 

24 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

BLM  should  add  significant  detail  to  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  in  the  DEIS  to  clearly  specify  what 
mitigation  is  required,  how  it  will  be  implemented  and  monitored,  what  standards  will  be  used  to  determine  its 
efficacy,  and  what  measures  will  be  taken  if  monitoring  determines  that  the  measures  are  inadequate  This 
nformation  should  be  included  in  the  supplement  to  the  DEIS  recommended  in  section  IV  a ol  these 
comments,  as  well  as  in  the  FEIS.  (reference  to  attached  doc,  Jack  Morrow  Hillls  Coordinated  Activity  Plan, 
Appendix  17,  as  example  of  specificity  needed,  particularly  tables  A17-1  through  3,  figure  A17-3,  and  the 
discussion  of  the  JMH  CAP,  page  20-21 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Additional  details  on  mitigation  measures  (including  monitoring  requirements, 
etc.)  have  been  added  in  Section  2.34  ol  the  final  EIS  The  ROD  will  summarize  the  requirements  of  monitoring 
and  enforcement,  per  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H- 1790-1  and  40  CFR  1505  2(c) 
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86 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Development  of  utility-scale  solar  power  generation  facilities  will  transform 
the  lands  upon  which  they  are  located  and  preclude  most  other  uses  As  noted  by  the  BLM,  other  uses  of  these 
sites  "are  unlikely  due  to  the  intensive  use  of  the  site  for  PV  [photovoltaic]  or  CSP  [concentrating  solar  power] 
facility  equipment,"  Instruction  Memorandum  (IM)  No  2007-097  The  BLM  is  obligated  to  manage  the  public 
lands  to  protect  their  varied  natural  resources  In  the  body  of  these  comments,  we  are  focusing  on  additional 
mitigation  measures  necessary  for  solar  development  [in  form  of  comprehensive  mitigation  program  including 
both  mitigation  of  impacts  to  individual  resources  and  value,  as  well  as  mitigation  for  the  loss  of  availability  for 
multiple-use  on  public  lands] 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

87 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  Existing  policy  and  regulations  require  mitigation  for  impacts  to  certain 
individual  resources  and  values.  For  example,  mitigation  is  required  for  impacts  to  species  protected  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  See,  eg.  16  U.S.C  § 1536(a)(1).  Endangered  species  recovery  plans  can  help 
provide  guidance  on  appropriate  mitigation  measures  Similarly,  impacts  to  cultural  resources  require  mitigation 
under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  See,  e g , 36  C F R §§  800  1(a),  800.2(a)(4).  Additional 
regulations  may  require  specific  mitigation  measures  to  other  individual  resources  and  values 
Recommendations  The  BLM  must  comply  with  all  regulations  requiring  mitigation  of  impacts  from  solar  energy 
development  on  individual  resources  and  values 

Additional  detail  on  mitigation  measures  (including  monitoring  requirements,  etc.)  has  been  added  in  Section 
2.3,4  of  the  Final  EIS  The  ROD  will  specify  the  requirements  of  monitoring,  per  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H-1790- 
1 and  40  CFR  1505.2(c)  As  noted  in  Section  1 6 (Relationship  to  Policies  Plans  and  Programs)  and  Section 
1 6 4 (Permits  Required  or  Potentially  Required)  of  the  draft  EIS.  the  project  must  comply  with  laws,  statues, 
regulations,  and  executive  orders,  and  the  proponent  must  acquire  applicable  federal,  state,  county,  and  local 
permits  and  approvals  This  compliance  and  permitting  may  include  required  mitigation. 

88 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Unlike  many  activities  on  public  lands  which  allow  for  multiple  uses,  solar 
development  is  a single  use  of  the  land  which  prescribes  any  other  activities  or  uses.  For  this  reason,  it  is 
critical  that  the  BLM  mitigate  for  the  effective  loss  of  any  lands  approved  for  solar  development  from  the  public 
domain. 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  The  draft  EIS  includes  ADolicant-committed  Environmental  Protection  Measures 
m Section  2.3.3,  as  well  as  potential  mitigation  measures  for  applicable  individual  resources,  as  described  in 
Section  2 3.4  of  the  final  EIS 

101 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter.  Attachment  B - BLM’s  Mitigation  Requirements 

Mitigation  measures  must  be  mandatory.  The  EIS  should  include  language  requiring  that  the  mitigation 
measures  and  other  applicable  measures  be  included  in  the  grant  of  rights-of-way  or  other  permits  for  the 
project. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  This  EIS  is  being  developed  as  a decision-making  tool  for  the  BLM  Mitigation 
measures  have  been  included  in  the  draft  EIS.  per  NEPA  requirements  (40  C.F  R.  1502  16[h]).  To  clarify  how 
design  features  and  required  LORSs  with  a mitigative  effect  are  considered  differently  in  the  EIS  than  proposed 
mitigation,  Section  2.3  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  better  explain  where  they  are  found  in  the  document, 
how  they  are  considered  in  the  analysis,  and  how  they  would  be  incorporated  into  a decision  In  addition,  a 
section  titled,  "2.3  4 Potential  Mitigation  Measures"  has  been  added  to  Chapter  2 of  the  final  EIS.  which  clarifies 
how  potential  mitigation  measures  are  considered  and  how  they  may  be  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  ROD 

102 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter.  Attachment  B - BLM's  Mitigation  Requirements 

Mitigation  measures  must  be  based  on  credible  science  Both  NEPA  and  the  Data  Quality  Act  require  the 
agencies  to  use  and  present  information  of  sufficient  scientific  quality  The  EIS  must  assess  and  present  the 
scientific  basis  for  the  proposed  mitigation  measures 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

103 

150-0 

MIT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter,  Attachment  B - BLM's  Mitigation  Requirements 

Monitoring  and  adaptive  management  approaches  must  include  specific  standards  and  commitments  The  EIS 
should  contain  and/or  require  permits  for  projects  to  contain  specific  commitments,  including  timelines,  for 
preparation  and  implementation  of  inventorying  and  monitoring  programs,  and  standards  for  when  monitoring 
as  part  of  management  is  not  appropriate 

All  such  programs  should  also  identify  the  existing  condition  of  resources,  standards  for  when  management 
change  will  be  triggered  and  the  use  of  a "fallback  prescription"  where  adaptive  management  is  not  suitable  or 
funding  for  necessary  monitoring  is  not  sufficient.  All  data  should  be  identified  in  terms  of  its  source,  location, 
and  time  Furthermore,  data,  and  its  application,  should  be  available  for  independent  review  and  evaluation,  it 
should  be  formalized  and  standardized  to  allow  for  sophisticated  and  accurate  aggregate  understanding  of  the 
landscape  and  the  impacts  of  management  practices  within  the  landscape  to  enhance  agency  credibility  and 
accountability  The  BLM  should  disclose  not  only  the  results  of  a given  analysis,  but  the  underlying  methodology 
and  data  management  practices  used.  The  focus  of  data  collection  should  be  on  the  impacts  - whether  adverse 
or  beneficial  - caused  by  particular  activities  and  not  the  activity  itself 

The  BLM  should  limit  use  of  this  type  of  "adaptive  management"  to  appropriate  situations  (where  the  risk  of 
failure  will  not  cause  harm  to  sensitive  resources). 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

Additional  details  on  mitigation  measures  (including  monitoring  requirements,  etc  ) have  been  added  in  Section 
2.3A  of  the  final  EIS  The  ROD  will  summarize  the  requirements  of  monitoring  and  enforcement,  per  BLM 
NEPA  Handbook  H-1790-1  and  40  CFR  1505  2(c)  Section  2.5  5 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that 
both  a performance  and  reclamation  bond  and  a Decommissioning  and  Site  Reclamation  Plan  (DSRP)  would 
be  required  if  the  BLM  selects  an  action  alternative  for  a right-of-way  grant  The  section  explains  that  the  DSRP 
would  be  included  as  part  of  the  project  s Plan  of  Development  (POD)  which  must  be  completed  and  approved 
prior  to  construction. 
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General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter.  Attachment  B - BLM's  Mitigation  Requirements 

Adaptive  mitigation  management  tramework  should  be  based  on  best  available  science  and  include  the 
following  elements 

• Ensure  adequate  baseline  prior  to  starting  adaptive  management  and  identify  indicators 

• Set  out  a detailed  monitoring  plan  and  ensure  agency  commitment  to  fund  monitoring 

• Include  defined  limits  of  acceptable  change  in  resource  conditions  and  specify  actions  to  be  taken  if  change 
reaches  or  exceeds  those  limits. 

• Have  a "fallback''  plan  should  monitoring  or  other  aspects  of  the  adaptive  management  process  not  be  fully 
carried  out. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

7 

143-B 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

General  Comment 

Boulevard  is  also  concerned  that  the  DEIS  concludes  that  off-site  mitigation  is  required  to  offset  all  Project 
emissions  during  undefined  wind  events  Not  only  would  the  implementation  of  such  measures  be  difficult  or 
impossible  to  quantify,  there  is  no  support  for  the  DEIS  assertion  that  off-site  controls  would  provide  a reduction 
m PM|0  concentrations  within  the  non-attainment  area  To  provide  a conservative  assessment  of  potential 
impact  from  the  operational  phase  sources,  screening  level  modeling  results  for  the  larger  Project  sources  were 
addressed  in  the  DEIS  These  results  show  the  Project  would  contribute  a small  fraction  of  the  PM,0  NAAQS, 
typically  less  than  1 %.  even  in  areas  close  to  the  Project  site  boundary  However,  the  DEIS  places  these  small 
impacts  in  the  context  of  monitored  PM,0  concentrations  in  distant,  developed  areas,  and  concludes  the  Project 
would  "cause  or  contribute  to"  the  magnitude  and  frequency  of  NMOS  exceedances  There  is  no  scientific 
support  for  this  logic  As  a category,  the  regulatory  treatment  of  minor  emission  sources  is  based  on  the 
presumption  that  they  do  not  individually  cause  NMQS  exceedances 

Section  4 2 10  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  ODtion  for  mitiaation  durina  all  NAAQS  exceedances  not  mst 

those  triqqered  bv  hiqh  winds  As  such,  the  first  mitiaation  ODtion  has  been  revised  to  read  "Cease  construction 

activities  durmq  periods  of  NAAQS  exceedances,  which  could  include  hiah  wind  events  and  inversions  " In 

addition,  because  the  emissions  inventory  indicates  that  the  oroiect  emissions  would  be  considered  de 

minimus,  the  oft-site  mitiaation  option  for  the  operational  phase  has  been  removed  from  the  final  EIS 

26 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

As  described  in  detail  in  Attachment  A (scoping  comments),  utility-scale  solar  development  has  significant 
impacts  on  project  sites,  and  off-site  mitigation  is  one  tool  that  should  be  used  to  offset  impacts  from  converting 
intact,  multiple-use  lands  to  single-use,  industrial  energy  production  There  are  numerous  options  for  off-site 
mitigation,  including  land  and  water  acquisition  and  protection,  research,  and  habitat  restoration  (also  described 
in  detail  in  Attachment  A)  BLM's  Instruction  Memorandum  No  2005-069  provides  further  guidance  on 
opportunities  for  off-site  mitigation  for  energy  ROWs  (attached  for  your  reference  (Attachment  C)). 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  were  considered  in  the  draft  EIS. 
including  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 

The  IM  referenced  has  an  expiration  date  of  9/30/2006,  and  makes  it  clear  that  BLM  interim  policy  is  off-site 
compensatory  mitigation,  which  is  to  be  entirely  voluntary 

27 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

One  option  for  off-site  mitigation  contemplated  on  p 4-215  of  the  DEIS  is  the  possibility  of  research  to  "study 
:he  effects  of  the  SSEP  and  other  development  on  wildlife  and  use  of  the  corridors.  This  research  would  be 
helpful  in  defining  measures  needed  to  mitigate  impacts  to  wildlife  " 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

28 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

NextEra  should  commit  to  further  discussions  with  interested  stakeholders  to  develop  additional  ideas  for  off- 
site mitigation,  and  BLM  should  commit  to  further  consideration  and  analysis  of  potential  off-site  mitigation 
measures. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  BLM  has  considered  all  specific  mitigation  proposals  from  the  public  and 
cooperating  agencies,  as  submitted  during  the  NEPA  process  including  scoping  and  public  comments.  This 
consultation  and  coordination  is  described  in  Chapter  5 of  both  the  draft  EIS  and  final  EIS 

30 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

Further,  in  discussing  posting  of  a reclamation  bond,  the  DEIS  states  "The  value  of  this  bond  would  be 
determined  subject  to  BLM  policy,  which  is  currently  in  draft  form  and  may  be  finalized  for  the  final  EIS  of  the 
SSEP."  (p  2-37)  Since  the  BLM  is  still  finalizing  its  policy  as  to  vital  terms,  such  as  the  value  of  a bond  needed 
to  ensure  adequate  reclamation  of  the  public  lands  affected  by  the  project,  the  BLM  will  need  to  specifically 
provide  for  imposition  of  such  terms  as  they  are  determined  A specific  term  to  address  potential  policy  changes 
will  be  critical,  given  the  agency's  current  efforts  to  determine  how  its  solar  energy  program  will  define 
requirements  for  bonding,  payments,  and  other  protective  measures  designed  to  ensure  the  long-term  health  of 
he  public  lands. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  BLM  bonding  will  be  determined  through  applicable  BLM  policy  in  the  ROD  The 
decision  of  the  EIS  is  not  how  to  set  BLM  policy,  but  whether  to  grant  a ROW  and  what  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  ROW  would  be 

Section  2 5 5 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  further  explain  bonding  requirements  per  BLM's  most  recent 
policy  guidelines. 
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89 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Onsite  mitigation  (or  solar  development  is  extremely  important,  and  all 
efforts  should  be  made  to  mitigate  impacts  onsite  However,  since  the  opportunity  (or  effective  mitigation  ol 
onsite  impacts  on  many  resources  and  values  is  limited  for  solar  development,  off-site  mitigation  will  also  be 
necessary  (or  all  projects  This  mitigation  should  also  compensate  lor  the  loss  ol  all  other  resources  and  values 
on  those  lands,  including  recreation,  wildlife  migration  corridors,  scenic  vistas,  and  water  resources. 

Off-site  mitigation  should  address  a number  of  issues,  including:  a "no  net  loss"  or  a "net  gam"  requirement  for 
resources  and  values  The  BLM  should  ensure  that  any  loss  of  resources  or  values  on  a solar  development  site 
is  compensated  with  new  addition  and  protection  of  equivalent  resources  and  values  off-srte  These  additions 
should  equal  or  exceed  the  value  of  any  resources  or  values  which  are  lost  Additions  could  be  gained  through 
some  combination  of  mechanisms 

• Purchase  of  additional  private  lands  to  be  put  in  the  federal  estate  under  conservation  management  to 
guarantee  the  maintenance  of  the  equivalent  values  and  resources  lost  on  the  project  site,  or 

• Additional  conservation  designations  on  existing  federal  lands  which  would  protect  the  equivalent  resources 
and  values  lost  on  the  project  site,  or 

• Purchase  and  retirement  of  water  rights  to  offset  groundwater  pumping  by  the  project 

Achieving  this  outcome  will  require  detailed  understanding  and  knowledge  of  the  resources  and  values  present 
on  the  project  site  before  development  occurs.  The  BLM  should  require  that  any  necessary  study  and  analysis 
of  the  project  site  be  completed  prior  to  implementing  off-site  mitigation  measures  and  site  development 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  are  considered  in  the  draft  EIS. 
ncluding  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project,  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
oarticulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 

92 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Ott-site  Requirements 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  Off-site  mitigation  involving  land  protection  should  be  required  to  take  place 
in  the  same  ecoregion  as  the  project  site  The  World  Wildlife  Fund  defines  an  ecoregion  as  a "large  unit  of  land 
or  water  containing  a geographically  distinct  assemblage  of  species,  natural  communities,  and  environmental 
conditions."  Ecoregional  health  is  critical  for  maintaining  the  health  of  individual  ecosystems  within  the 
ecoregion  In  addition  to  ensuring  that  off-site  mitigation  meets  a "no  net  loss"  requirement  for  resources  and 
values  lost  on  the  project  site,  BLM  should  require  that  mitigation  take  place  in  the  same  ecoregion  as  the 
project  site,  to  ensure  the  continued  health  of  the  overall  ecoregion.  In  situations  where  availability  of  private 
lands  for  purchase  and  addition  to  the  federal  estate  under  conservation  protection  is  limited,  additional 
conservation  designations  on  existing  BLM  land,  as  well  restoration,  research,  and  other  mitigation  measures, 
will  be  necessary  Off-site  mitigation  efforts  involving  water  resources  should  be  limited  to  the  affected 
groundwater  basin  as  defined  by  the  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  are  considered  in  the  draft  EIS. 
including  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project,  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 

93 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  Because  of  the  extremely  limited  ability  to  mitigate  impacts  from  solar 
development  on-site,  the  BLM  should  require  off-site  mitigation  for  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated  on-site 
Off-site  mitigation  should  follow  the  guidelines  described  above  including  a "no  net  loss"  or  a "net  gam" 
requirement  for  resources  and  values 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  are  considered  in  the  draft  EIS. 
including  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project,  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 

96 

150-0 

MIT-2 

Off-site  Requirements 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter.  Because  of  the  extremely  limited  ability  to  mitigate  impacts  from  solar 
development  on-site,  the  BLM  should  require  off-site  mitigation  for  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated  on-site 
Off-site  mitigation  should  follow  the  guidelines  described  above  including  off-site  mitigation  to  take  place  in  the 
same  ecoregion  (or,  if  involving  water,  the  same  groundwater  basin)  as  the  project  site 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  are  considered  in  the  draft  EIS, 
including  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 

90 

150-0 

MIT-3 

Funding 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Project  developers  should  be  required  to  make  deposits  to  a mitigation  fund 
based  on  the  amount  of  land  or  water  used  for  the  project  and  the  fair  market  value  of  that  land  or  water  The 
funds  should  be  required  to  be  spent  on  the  three  mechanisms  outlined  above 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

94 

150-0 

MIT-3 

Funding 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Because  of  the  extremely  limited  ability  to  mitigate  impacts  from  solar 
development  on-site,  the  BLM  should  require  off-site  mitigation  for  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated  on-site 
Off-site  mitigation  should  follow  the  guidelines  described  above  including  requirements  for  project  developers  to 
fund  mitigation  efforts  based  on  the  amount  and  value  of  the  land  impacted  from  development. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  are  considered  in  the  draft  EIS. 
including  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 

91 

150-0 

MIT-4 

Mitigation  Oversight 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  A centralized  body  should  be  established  to  oversee  the  funds  and 
maximize  the  effectiveness  of  their  use.  The  BLM  should  establish  a centralized  body  comprised  of  staff  from 
the  BLM,  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department,  and  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources  to  oversee  the 
distribution  of  funds  and  maximize  the  effectiveness  of  their  use  This  body  should  be  required  to  take  into 
consideration  recommendations  from  the  public  in  the  distribution  of  funds 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

95 

150-0 

MIT-4 

Mitigation  Oversight 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Because  of  the  extremely  limited  ability  to  mitigate  impacts  from  solar 
development  on-site,  the  BLM  should  require  off-site  mitigation  for  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated  on-site 
Off-site  mitigation  should  follow  the  guidelines  described  above  including  a centralized  body  to  oversee  the 
funds  and  maximize  the  effectiveness  of  their  use 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Several  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  are  considered  in  the  draft  EIS, 
including  replacing  a stock  tank  that  would  be  impacted  by  the  project  and  off-site  mitigation  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  In  addition,  the  proponent  has  committed  (as  a design  feature  of  the  proposal)  to  relocating 
burrowing  owls  to  artificial  burrows  in  a suitable  location 
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Table  A.2  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

General  Support  lor 
Proposed  Action 

The  Sonoran  Solar  Project  is  the  most  important  energy  project  to  be  proposed  in  Arizona  It  will  ensure  we 
have  clean  energy  lor  years  to  come  It  will  stop  the  dirty  coal  plants  and  dangerous  nuclear  plants  dead  in  their 
tracts  Please  do  everything  you  can  to  ensure  this  project  will  continue  and  meet  all  scheduled  dates  The 
future  of  the  world  may  depend  on  it 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

MS-1 

General  Support  (or 
Proposed  Action 

I would  like  to  voice  my  support  for  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Protect.  1 have  reviewed  the  location  and 
description  of  the  project  and  cannot  see  any  reason  why  it  shouldn't  be  built  Solar  energy  will  be  a big  plus  for 
our  area,  and  1 fully  support  it 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

MS-1 

General  Support  lor 
Proposed  Action 

1 support  the  project  and  believe  we  should  be  doing  more  like  it. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

2 

MS-1 

General  Support  lor 
Proposed  Action 

Don't  seek  perfection,  get  this  done  nowl 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

92-1 

MS-1 

General  Support  lor 
Proposed  Action 

What  a great  step  for  Arizona  to  use  cheap  available  energy  and  create  jobs  at  the  same  time 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

116-1 

MS-1 

General  Support  lor 
Proposed  Action 

As  a Sierra  Club  member  and  an  Arizona  resident,  1 support  the  Sonoran  Solar  Project. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

143-B 

MS-10 

readability  ol  DEIS,  graphics 
needed 

The  DEIS  is  a technical  document  that  attempts  to  explain  several  complex  issues  in  text  format  In  many  of  the 
resource  areas,  graphical  figures  and/or  maps  may  be  helpful  to  the  general  public  in  attempting  to  describe  the 
information  presented  in  the  text 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  BLM  used  figures  in  the  draft  EIS  and  final  EIS  where  they  are  the  most  helpful  to 
presenting  complex  issues  Maps  have  been  consolidated  in  the  Maps  Section,  which  follows  the  Index 

26 

143-B 

MS-10 

readability  ol  DEIS,  graphics 
needed 

pg  2-20  Figure  2 8 

Replace  with  updated  drainage  figure 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS.  Figure  2 9 has  been  updated 

86 

143-B 

MS-10 

Request  lor  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

Impacts  to  recreation  and  special  designations  are  reiterated  throughout  several  sections  and  this  creates  the 
impression  that  the  impacts  are  more  significant  that  they  are 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  to  recreation  and  special  designations  are 
anticipated  and  have  been  considered  separate  y BLM  has  presented  the  impacts  in  terms  of  their  context  and 
intensity,  and  the  length  of  discussion  is  not  indicative  of  the  nature  of  the  impacts. 

7 

137-T 

MS-11 

general  support  for  no  action 

The  Tohono  O'odham  Nation  recommends  that  the  BLM  select  the  "no  action  alternative"  and  not  construct  this 
project  next  to  a National  Monument  and  two  wilderness  areas 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  will  base  their  decision  upon  the  analyses  contained  within  the  final  EIS. 
which  include  consideration  ol  proximity  to  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and  designated  Wilderness 
areas. 

1 

157-1 

MS- 11 

general  support  for  no  action 

BLM  should  choose  the  No  Action  Alternative  for  this  project  [because)  there  are  plenty  of  alternative  sites  for 
large-scale  solar  development  in  Arizona  There  are  perhaps  tens  of  thousands  of  acres  of  previously-disturbed, 
unused  farmland  along  the  1-10  and  1-8  corridors  that  could  be  secured  lor  solar  development  While  these 
opportunities  are  available  BLM  should  not  be  industrializing  and  allowing  the  destruction  of  public  land 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  draft  EIS.  several  alternative  locations,  including  BLM-admmistered  land 
and  privately  owned  land,  were  considered  and  discussed  in  Section  2.9  6 Criteria  for  consideration  included 
proximity  to  existing  transmission  and  gas  lines,  available  acreage,  zoning  classifications,  price,  and  adjacent 
land  owners. 

2 

157-1 

MS-11 

general  support  for  no  action 

BLM  should  choose  the  No  Action  Alternative  lor  this  project  (because]  this  project  will  disrupt  the  Buckeye 
Hills-Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  wildlife  linkage  These  linkages  are  all  the  more  important  for  the 
survival  of  species  in  an  age  of  climate  change,  so  all  current  and  potential  linkages  should  be  preserved  The 
potential  presence  of  desert  tortoises  and  Gila  monsters  should  also  give  BLM  the  justification  to  choose  the  No 
Action  Alternative 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  will  base  their  decision  upon  the  analyses  contained  within  the  final  EIS. 
which  include  consideration  ol  wildlife  and  modeled  wildlife  linkages 

3 

157-1 

MS-11 

general  support  for  no  action 

The  potential  presence  of  desert  tortoises  and  Gila  monsters  should  also  give  BLM  the  justification  to  choose 
the  No  Action  Alternative 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  will  base  their  decision  upon  the  analyses  contained  within  the  final  EIS, 
which  include  consideration  of  wildlife 

1 

64 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

Time  is  running  out  and  we  need  to  stop  this  disaster  -This  is  horriblel 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

2 

122-1 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

Government  at  all  levels  should  be  reconsidering  the  use  of  solar  power,  especially  when  it  is  the  primary  use  of 
the  land  The  PEAK  power  of  this  solar  array  will  be  about  10%  of  the  AVERAGE  output  ol  the  Palo  Verde 
Nuclear  Generating  Station  The  solar  array's  average  output  will  be  far  less  than  the  peak  Both  are  on 
comparable  sized  parcels  of  land  The  Palo  Verde  station,  however,  has  a tremendous  amount  of  room  for 
expansion  (probably  limited  by  the  available  amount  of  waste  water  for  cooling) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

2 

132-1 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

am  afraid  that  the  use  of  wet  cooled  technology  on  the  new  plant  will  consume  water  reserves  from 
underground  at  a staggering  rate  We  should  look  for  alternatives  to  try  and  conserve  as  much  water  as 
possible  so  we  can  all  continue  to  enjoy  this  wonderful  resource  for  as  many  generations  as  possible 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology.  Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  ol  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4.18  for  water  resource;related  impacts  of  this  alternative 
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Table  A.2  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

1 

136-G 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

1 support  the  development  of  solar  energy  on  public  lands  as  long  as  that  development  safeguards  Arizona' s 
precious  water  resources.  In  order  to  ensure  that  solar  energy  development  is  reasonable  and  appropriate  for 
Arizona' s desert  landscapes,  the  BLM  must  take  into  account  not  only  the  benefils  of  solar  as  a carbon-free 
energy  source,  but  also  its  potentially  negative  impacts  on  water  resources.  The  water  supply  impacts  ofthe 
proposed  action  described  in  the  DEIS  arc  alarming  and  cannot  be  reversed,  and  they  demonstrate  that  wet- 
cooling CST  projects  are  likely  to  be  incompatible  with  Arizona  ’ s and  desert  environment 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

147-1 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

Protect  the  desert  widlife  and  our  water  Do  we  need  solar  power  that  consumes  that  one  natural  resource  that 
can't  be  replaced?  If  the  water  must  be  used  can't  it  used  more  effectively 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

8 

148-G 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

We  also  point  out  the  limited  use  of  wet  cooling  in  similar  large  scale  solar  energy  projects  Of  the  21  solar 
energy  projects  within  Region  9 that  have  appeared  in  the  Federal  Register  recently  (as  a notice  of  intent  to 
prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement),  only  four  projects  continue  to  propose  wet  cooling.  Of  those 
projects,  three  are  sponsored  by  a subsidiary  of  the  same  corporate  entity,  FPL  Energy,  including  the  Sonoran 
Solar  Energy  Project. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology.  Please  see  Section  2 7 of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 18  for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

9 

148-G 

MS-2 

General  Opposition  to 
Proposed  Action 

EPA  strongly  recommends  that  BLM  not  approve  the  use  of  wef  cooling  Alternative  A,  which  would  employ  dry 
cooling,  would  reduce  water  use  from  a maximum  of  3,000  acre-feet  per  year  to  less  than  152  acre-feet  per 
year,  and  reduce  the  projects  impacts  on  air  quality  and  birds 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology  Please  see  Section  2 7 of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 18  for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

1 

4-i 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

Arizona's  most  precious  natural  resource  is  water  This  plant  has  other  alternatives  for  using  less  water  for  the 
functioning  of  the  plant  than  what  is  initially  proposed 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology  Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4.18for  water  resource;related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

10 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

Solar  energy  is  a great  idea  but  not  at  the  expense  of  depleting  water  There  are  alternatives  available,  as  per 
the  project's  plan,  that  need  to  be  considered  These  alternatives  are  more  expensive  for  the  plant  but  in  the 
long  range  picture,  are  better  for  protecting  Arizona's  water  resource  The  residents  in  this  area  are  not  against 
the  project  and  support  renewable  energy  but  want  to  make  it  clear  that  the  alternatives  for  less  water  usage 
and  protection  of  our  wells  is  paramount 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology.  Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 18  for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

1 

1£I 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

If  an  action  alternative  is  to  be  approved,  we  support  Alternative  A reduced  Water  use  (using  a dry  cooling 
technology). 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology  Please  see  Section  2 7 of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative.  Also  see  Section  4 18for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

1 

19-1 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

1 would  favor  Alternative  A,  which  would  reduce  the  solar  output  by  9%  but  would  be  a dry-cooled  facility  that 
would  not  use  ground  water,  as  1 understand  it, 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use.  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology.  Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 18  for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

3 

129-G 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

The  DEIS  examined  an  alternative  in  which  water  consumption  would  be  reduced  to  only  5%  of  the  amount  to 
be  consumed  by  the  proposed  action,  and  this  alternative  should  be  given  serious  consideration 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology  Please  see  Section  2 7 of  the  final  EIS 
for  a descripfion  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 l8for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

4 

144-G 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

Page  2-38,  Section  2 6,  Alternative  A,  Reduced  Water  use  Alternative  A (Reduced  Water  Use)  is  the  most 
efficient  alternative  when  comparing  generated  power  and  water  use  Alternative  A produces  9%  less  energy 
but  uses  95%  less  water  than  the  Proposed  Alternative  With  the  proposed  project  being  located  in  a desert 
climate  it  would  be  responsible  for  the  region  to  recommend  Alternative  A (reduced  water  use)  for  the  proposed 
project. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology  Please  see  Section  2.7  of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 18  for  water  resource:related  impacts  of  this  alternative 

3 

148-G 

MS-3 

General  Support  for  Alt  A 

EPA  strongly  supports  Alternative  A Reduced  Water  Use.  which  would  use  dry  cooling  and  substantially  reduce 
groundwater  extraction 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  response  to  concern  over  the  project's  estimated  water  use,  the  BLM  has 
developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic  technology  Please  see  Section  2 7 of  the  final  EIS 
for  a description  of  this  alternative  Also  see  Section  4 18  for  water  resource;related  impacts  of  this  alternative 
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7 

148-G 

MS-3 

Additionally,  dry  cooling  provides  environmental  benefits  beyond  water  conservation.  Dry  cooling  reduces 
emissions  of  particulate  matter,  both  10  micron  (PM  1 0)  and  2.5  micon  (PM2$),  due  to  the  elimination  of  cooling 
towers  Alternative  A Reduced  Water  use  reduces  annual  PMIO  emissions  by  51  % (20.7  tons)  and  PM25 
emissions  by  57%  (12.7  tons),  as  noted  on  page  4-29  Dry  cooling  requires  only  6 acres  of  cooling  ponds  rather 
than  30  acres  required  for  wet  cooling  The  ponds  are  a danger  to  the  birds  attracted  by  the  water,  as  noted  on 
page  4-179-180,  due  to  the  toxic  concentration  of  salt,  selenium  and  possibly  other  constituents  within  the 
groundwater 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  has  developed  an  additional  alternative  that  uses  photovoltaic 
technology  This  alternative,  described  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.7.  reauires  less  water  and  smaller 

evaporative  ponds  than  all  other  action  alternatives 

2 

12-T 

MS-4 

General  Support  for  Alt  B 

If  an  action  alternative  is  to  be  approved,  we  support  Alternative  B:  reduced  footprint 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

1-G 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

1 have  no  further  comment  or  input  at  this  time,  as  your  proposed  project  is  well  outside  the  scope  of  the 
Prescott  National  Forest 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

15-0 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

Thank  you  so  much!  Just  what  1 needed 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

27-1 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

Sorry  I'll  miss  the  Gila  Bend  April  27th  presentation  As  1 will  be  out  of  state  then  Really  learned  a lot  at  your  last 
presentation  here  in  Gila  Bend 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

131-G 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

1 will  get  it  (comment  letter]  out  by  email  with  hardcopy 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

24 

143-B 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

General 

When  using  material  from  the  technical  reports,  please  provide  citations  with  title  and  author 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Citations  for  technical  reports  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  where  technical 
reports  are  referred  to. 

2 

150-0 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

In  particular,  we  direct  your  attention  to  our  recommendations  on  continuing  to  improve  the  overall  permitting 
process  for  renewable  energy  development  (starting  on  p 2 of  Attachment  A)  As  described  therein,  we  strongly 
believe  that  long-term,  environmentally  responsible  success  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  solar  energy 
program  depends  on  developing  policy  and  guidelines  that  guide  projects  to  the  most  appropriate  locations, 
thus  limiting  environmental  impacts  and  reducing  obstacles  to  construction  of  the  most  appropriate  projects. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

3 

150-0 

MS-5 

general  Comment/Questions 
about  Project 

Our  review  of  the  DEIS  revealed  several  important  potential  public  benefits  from  the  development  of  SSEP 
These  potential  benefits  include  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  electricity  generation,  helping  meet 
Arizona's  Renewable  Energy  Standard,  and  creating  new  jobs  and  tax  revenues. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

18-B 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

We  are  selling  the  20  foot  Cargo/Shipping  Containers  if  you  are  in  any  need  of  them  for  storage 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

26-1 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

[letter  in  french  that  appears  to  be  spam  request  for  money/investment  opp  from  ivory  coast] 

n/a 

1 

28-1 

MS-6 

General  Comment.  OOS 

1 am  a Plant  Mechanic  at  Palo  Verde  Generating  Station  and  seeking  employment  with  the  Solar  Project  1 live 
about  one  mile  from  the  project  and  live  off  solar  myself  1 am  a Tool  Maker,  Machinist  and  Welder  for  a living 
Could  you  please  call  me  at  480-747-8963  and  for  more  information  you  can  go  to  www  alanzonker.com. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  direct  job  inquiries  to  the  project  proponent 

1 

29-B 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

[spam  email  article  regarding  polish  insurer] 

n/a 

1 

63-1 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

1 feel  that  more  and  more  types  of  these  renewable  resources  should  be  used  whenever  possible  However,  1 
feel  that  all  federal  buildings  should  have  solar  arrays  mounted  on  them  to  help  lead  the  way  in  showing  other 
businesses  the  way  to  do  away  with  the  use  of  fossil  fuels 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

65-1 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

1 feel  that  more  and  more  types  of  these  renewable  fuel  resources  should  be  sought  all  the  time  One  way  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  grass  and  other  green  waste  going  into  landfills  is  to  run  the  material  through  a still  and 
make  alcohol  fuel  from  it.  This  does  two  things,  It  frees  up  foodstuffs  such  as  corn  and  other  grains  used  for 
food  and  it  creates  less  material  that  needs  to  be  dumped  in  landfills  by  at  least  2/3rds.  This  saves  dumping 
fees  that  can  be  used  better  somewhere  else  in  the  bureau  and  it  reduces  the  amount  of  fossil  fuels  being  used. 
It  also  saves  you  at  least  one  third  of  your  fuel  bill  which  amounts  to  a great  saving  to  everyone 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

2 

130-1 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

Also.  Is  there  any  chance  that  my  land  could  be  utilized  for  worker  housing  or  something  of  this  nature 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  2. 5. 3. 2 of  the  draft  EIS  specifies  on-site  residential  areas  will  not  be 
provided. 
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1 

150-0 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

Clearly,  our  nation’s  growing  addiction  to  fossil  fuels,  coupled  with  the  unprecedented  threats  brought  about  by 
global  warming,  imperil  the  integrity  of  our  wildlands  as  never  before  To  sustain  both  our  wildlands  and  our 
luman  communities,  the  undersigned  believe  the  nation  must  transition  away  from  fossil  fuels  as  quickly  as 
possible  To  do  this,  we  must  eliminate  energy  waste,  moderate  demand  through  energy  efficiency, 
conservation,  and  demand-side  management  practices,  and  rapidly  develop  and  deploy  clean,  renewable 
energy  technologies,  including  at  the  utility-scale  Renewable  energy  development  is  not  appropriate 
everywhere  on  the  public  lands,  however,  and  thorough  review  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  (NEPA)  is  an  essential  part  of  determining  which  of  the  many  proposed  utility-scale  projects  should  be 
sermitted  to  go  forward. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

11 

150-0 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

The  DEIS  does  a good  job  of  describing  the  affected  environment  and  the  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed 
Action. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

47 

150-0 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

-rom  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  To  sustain  both  our  wild  lands  and  our  human  communities,  we  believe  the 
nation  must  transition  away  from  fossil  fuels  as  quickly  as  possible 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

160-1 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

email  regarding  automated  cleanup  of  mailbox 

n/a 

8 

161-G 

MS-6 

General  Comment,  OOS 

We  are  also  disappointed  to  find  out  that  Wesco's  mines  on  BLM  land — both  of  them — are  along  the  route  of 
the  proposed  trail  Please  place  us  on  your  mailing  list  for  all  future  proposals  for  mines  and  gravel  pits  in 
Maricopa  County  and  southern  Yavapai  County 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  location  of  Wesco's  mines  is  out  of  the  scope  of  the  SSEP  EIS  analysis  BLM 
does  not  maintain  a central  mailina  list  for  NEPA  Droiects  or  for  aravel  and  mininq  operations  Instead,  BLM 

looks  at  each  NEPA  Droiect  individually  to  determine  what  level  of  mailma/outreach  should  be  conducted 

However,  vour  name  has  been  added  to  the  BLM  Phoenix  District  Office's  mailina  database  for  queries  for 

future  Droiects 

1 

140-G 

MS-7 

Request  tor  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

Please  also  note  that  on  the  4th  page  of  the  DEIS,  it  reads  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  that  comments  are 
accepted  through  THURSDAY,  May  24th  2010 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  final  EIS  abstract  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  correct  date  of  MONDAY. 
May  24,  2010 

22 

143-B 

MS-7 

Request  for  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

pg  1-17  The  Grading  and  Drainage  permit  says  the  issuing  agency  is  Town  of  Buckeye  Buckeye  does  not  have 
urisdiction  therefore  this  is  incorrect  This  should  be  corrected  or  removed  from  the  table 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  This  permit  has  been  removed  from  the  table 

23 

143-B 

MS-7 

Request  for  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

Project  acreage  varies  throughout  the  document  (i.e..  3,500,  3,600,  3,700,  etc  ) Please  make  consistent. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  reflect  consistent  acreage  disclosures. 

309 

143-B 

MS-7 

Request  for  Clanfication  in 
Final  EIS 

pg  5-8  Section  5 6 8 Several  team  members  listed  here  as  employees  of  EPG  are  incorrectly  assigned  le  - 
Bob  Mantee  - a subconsultant  to  ERM.  who  is  a subconsultant  to  ERM.  EIS  must  ensure  that  readers  are  not 
giving  a false  impression  to  readers  and  assigning  responsibility  inappropriately 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  SSEP  EIS  team  members  have  been  verified  and  correctly  identified  in  the  final 
EJS 

310 

143-B 

MS-7 

Request  for  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

The  reference  for  2009e,  the  Noise  Chapter  3,  was  not  prepared  by  EPG  and  no  mention  is  made  of  the  actual 
preparation  entity.  Alliance  Acoustical  Consulting  The  same  goes  for  the  Air  Quality  report  that  was  prepared 
by  ERM  Yet  the  cultural  and  biological  tech  reports  are  credited  to  Boulevard  Associates  (EPG  2009a  and 
2009i,  respectively)  Technical  Report  documents  should  be  correctly  attributed  to  the  proper  submitting 
organization;  both  in  this  Reference  section  and  in  the  mam  text 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  references  in  the  final  EIS  have  been  revised  and  properly  attributed  to  the 
correct  firm. 

13 

145-G 

MS-7 

Request  for  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

Pg  ES-3  Identify  Gila  and  Salt  River  Meridian  . if  identifying  Sections  . Townships  and  Ranges 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  the  Gila  and  Salt  River  Meridian  when 
legal  locations  (Township,  Range,  and  Section)  are  given 

16 

145-G 

MS-7 

Request  tor  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

Does  100%  of  the  energy  generated  go  to  the  utility  grid  directly9  Or  does  part  of  the  energy  generated  go  to 
the  operations  of  the  facility? 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  Power  Purchase  Agreement  entity  will  determine  where  the  power  is 
distributed;  however,  the  draft  EIS  states  in  Section  2 5 2 2 3 that  roughly  10%  of  the  steam  generator  output 
lA/nnid  hp  iispri  nn-sitp  for  nlant  facility  ooerations  Section  2.7.2. 1 2 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  discuss 
on-site  power  requirements  for  Sub-alternative  A1 

17 

145-G 

MS-7 

Request  for  Clarification  in 
Final  EIS 

What  is  the  typical  lifespan  of  the  solar  array  and  system?  Is  it  possible  to  recycle  some  items? 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  draft  EIS.  in  Section  2 5 5,  discusses  termination  and  reclamation  of  the 
project  after  its  30-year  useful  life,  including  reusing  and  recycling  material,  where  feasible 

1 

14-B 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Where  can  1 get  a copy  of  the  delineation  findings  and  methods?  1 could  not  locate  on  your  web  page 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  draft  EIS.  in  Appendix  B.  includes  correspondence  from  the  U S Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  approving  the  jurisdictional  delineation  for  the  SSEP  Interested  parties  can  find  the  Jurisdictional 

htto  //www.sDl.usace  armv.mil/requlatory/ 

Additionally,  this  information  is  available  throuah  a standard  Freedom  of  Information  Act  request  through 

USACE. 
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request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

report  is  available.  Delineating  ephemeral  washes  can  be  a tricky  task  and  1 am  looking  for  examples 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  draft  EIS.  in  Appendix  B.  includes  correspondence  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  approving  the  jurisdictional  delineation  for  the  SSEP  Interested  parties  can  find  the  Jurisdictional 
Determination  information  on  the  Corps  of  Enqineers  Los  Anaeles  District  Reaulatorv  Division  website  at 
http. //www  sol. usace  armv.mil/reaulatorv/ 

Additionally,  this  information  is  available  throuah  a standard  Freedom  of  Information  Act  reauest  thronoh 

USACE.  

16-G 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

1 work  for  the  Environmental  Review  Office  in  the  Region  9 office  of  the  U S.  E P A.  We  will  be  reviewing  the 
Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  when  it  is  released  next  month.  When  we  commented  on  your  NOI  we  asked  for 
one  hard  copy  and  two  cd  copies  It  turns  out  that  we  will  need  2 hard  copies  (And  both  cds.)  1 can  tell  you  that 
neither  Enrique  Manzamlla  nor  Frances  Schultz  will  need  any  copies,  however  [BTG2] 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list 

17-0 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Please  add  us  to  the  list  to  receive  any  notifications  or  NEPA  documents  issued  for  this  project 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list. 

1 

20-B 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Please  add  me  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  mailing  list, 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list. 

1 

22- B 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

How  can  1 get  a copy  of  the  Draft  EIS,  1 did  not  see  a download  link  on  your  web  page 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list 

1 

25 d 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Can  1 be  added  to  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  mailing  list  and  receive  a copy  of  the  EIS? 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list 

2 

41-1 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

I'd  like  to  stay  informed  about  this,  because  1 have  been  a solar  partner  with  APS  for  a number  of  years, 
supporting  solar  energy  use 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list. 

1 

86-1 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Would  you  please  put  me  on  the  list  to  receive  information  on  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list 

1 

111-B 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Please  add  me  to  the  e-mail  list  for  this  project 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list 

9 

134-1 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Please  send  me  a full  [water  resources]  report  study  and  the  impact  this  project  will  have  on  my  well. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  impacts  to  water  resources  and  specific  wells  are  disclosed  in  Section  4 18  of 
the  draft  EIS.  as  well  as  Appendices  C-D  and  F-G 

10 

134-1 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Please  also  send  me  a full  report  on  the  possibility  of  contamination  of  my  well  water 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  to  groundwater  resources  are  disclosed  in  Section  4 18  of  the  draft  EIS. 
as  well  as  Appendices  C-D  and  F-G  As  noted  in  Table  1 5.  this  project  would  require  an  Individual  Aquifer 
Protection  Permit,  and  no  well  contamination  is  anticipated 

4 

142-1 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

Please  keep  me  on  the  mailing  list  for  this  project. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distnbution  list 

4 

148-G 

MS-8 

request  for  copies  of  Draft 
EIS/docs/Mailing  list  addition 

When  the  FEIS  is  released  for  public  review,  please  send  2 hardcopies  and  2 CDs  to  the  address  above  (Mail 
Code:  CED-2). 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  distribution  list. 

1 

FORM 

LETTER 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

am  happy  to  hear  about  a new  solar  project  in  Arizona  Solar  power  is  the  future 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

41-1 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

have  seen  solar  fields  in  other  states  with  rows  and  rows  of  Solar  panels  harnessing  sunlight  and  using  it  for 
electricity.  1 had  wondered  why  Arizona  with  all  of  the  sunshine  we  receive  wasn't  doing  a project  like  these  I'm 
pleased  to  know  that  there  are  plans  to  begin  such  a large-scale  project  to  harness  the  sun  energy  that  is  so 
jlentiful  in  Arizona 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

61-1 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

am  in  agreement  with  building  a Solar  Energy  Project  facility  in  the  state  of  Arizona.  1 have  felt  for  many  years 
hat  this  should  be  the  way  to  operate  this  type  project  and  am  happy  to  see  that  it  is  being  considered  1 truly 
hope  this  materializes  in  the  near  future  This  seems  like  a perfect  place  to  put  such  a business.  1 believe  many 
people  will  receive  benefits  from  this  business  and  it  will  be  at  a lesser  amount  of  money  to  run.  Let's  harness 
our  sun's  benefits  and  resources 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

77-1 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

strongly  support  renewable  energy  - solar  energy  projects  are  especially  appropriate  in  a state  such  as 
Arizona  and  its  300  plus  days  of  sunshine 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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1 

80-1 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

1 strongly  support  renewable  energy  - solar  energy  projects  are  especially  appropriate  in  a state  such  as 
Arizona  and  its  300  plus  days  of  sunshine 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

123-1 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

It's  about  time  the  U S.  got  serious  in  supporting  renewable  energy!  This  is  an  excellent  start.  With  care 
regarding  the  local  habitat  and  the  environment,  1 can't  think  ol  a better  location  for  capturing  the  sun's  energy. 
We  need  to  transfer  the  oil  & coal  subsidies  to  alternative  energy  companies 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

129-G 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

The  City  is  a strong  proponent  of  clean,  renewable  energy  and  seesthis  project  as  a prime  example  ol  how  our 
area  can  take  advantage  of  Arizona's  abundant  sunshine  to  produce  clean  electric  power 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

148-G 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

EPA  supports  increasing  development  of  renewable  energy  resources  in  an  expeditious  and  well  planned 
manner  Using  renewable  energy  resources  such  as  solar  power  can  help  the  nation  meet  its  energy 
requirements  while  minimizing  the  generation  of  greenhouse  gases 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

48 

150-0 

MS-9 

general  support  of  solar 

from  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Our  public  lands  harbor  substantial  wind,  solar,  and  geothermal  resources 
Developing  some  of  these  resources  will  be  important  to  creating  a sustainable  energy  economy  and  combating 
climate  change,  and  we  support  such  responsible  development  ol  renewable  energy 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

10 

129-G 

NOI 

Analysis  Methodology 

The  DEIS  indicates  that  the  project's  projected  contribution  to  daytime  noise  levels  will  be  relatively  low  (5  to  7 
dB)  and  would  not  exceed  existing  conditions  during  nighttime  due  to  minimal  noise  sources  operating  at  night. 
These  conclusions  were  based  on  a noise  receptor  location  (ST-2)  at  a distance  of  approximately  4,600  feet 
from  the  12sMW  power  block  While  these  noise  calculations  suggest  that  noise  generated  by  the  project 
should  not  be  a problem,  it  should  be  noted  that  there  is  additional  residential  land  between  the  project  and  the 
noise  receptor  location  used  in  the  study  and  a 5 to  7 dB  increase  in  ambient  noise  could  still  be  an  irritant 
depending  on  the  noise  characteristics  and  the  very  low  existing  ambient  noise  levels 

The  following  statement  has  been  added  to  Section  4 9 3 2 of  the  final  EIS  'There  is  additional  residential  land 
between  the  Project  Area  and  noise  receptor  ST-2,  and  a 5-7  dBA  increase  in  ambient  noise  could  be  an  irritant 
on  this  residential  land  deoendina  on  the  noise  characteristics  qiven  the  very  low  existinq  ambient  noise  levels  " 

57 

143-B 

NOI 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  3-56  Section  3.9. 5. 3 

Tech  Report  results  for  the  long-term  monitoring  (specifically,  the  results  charts  in  TR  figures  2-4)  are  not 
included  in  the  DEIS  The  whole  of  the  long-term  monitoring  is  simply  boiled  down  to  the  24-hour  metrics  given 
in  Table  3.23  The  entire  point  of  the  long-term  monitoring  was  to  portray  the  temporal  variations  throughout  an 
assumed-typical  day  and  night  and  these  important  characteristics  of  the  existing  noise  environment  are 
completely  lost  to  the  DEIS  reader  because  of  the  omission  These  data  are  impodant  also,  when  trying  to 
make  evaluations  concerning  future  noise  levels  at  similar,  nearby  receptor  areas 

In  the  final  EIS.  Section  3 9 5.3  has  been  revised  to  include  the  Long-term  Monitoring  Summary  for  locations 
LT-1,  LT-2,  and  LT-3. 

58 

143-B 

NOI 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  3-56  Section  3.9.5.x 

Tech  Report  section  3.2.4  dealing  with  Frequency-Band  Measurements  and  Results  are  not  included  in  the 
DEIS  The  tonal  content  of  the  existing  noise  environment  is  an  important  characteristic  that  should  be 
presented  in  the  DEIS  as  this  would  be  compared  to  the  afler-plant  conditions  to  ensure  that  no  project-related 
tones  are  introduced  into  the  surrounding  receptors  areas. 

The  Frequency-band  Measurements  have  been  added  to  Section  3 9 5 of  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  the  discussion 
of  freauencv  and  tonal  content  in  Section  4 9 of  the  final  EIS 

154 

143-B 

NOI 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  4-77  Section  4 9.2 

The  sound  level  reported  (47  6 dBA)  is  not  the  "hourly  average  noise  level",  but  the  24-hour  Leq  level  at  Hayes 
Road  More  importantly,  what  is  the  point  of  reporting  any  existing  sound  levels,  much  less  this  one  in 
particular?  For  the  No  Action  case,  the  existing  sound  levels  will  remain  the  same  and  reporting  one  or  two  or 
20  of  those  sound  levels  is  unnecessary  to  that  point 

Thp  "hourly  average  noise  level"  has  been  chanaed  to  "24-hour  U.,  level"  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 9 2 In 
addition,  all  the  ambient  24-hour  noise-level  metrics  locations  have  been  added  to  the  discussion  of  impacts  as 
a result  of  No  Action 

160 

143-B 

NOI 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  4-79  Section  4.9.3  1.  19-20 

The  presentation  of  130  dBA  at  a distance  of  100  feet  has  nothing  to  do  with  frequency  or  length  of  steam  blow 
operations.  (The  frequency  and  length  were  discussed  in  the  previous  sentence)  The  130  dBA  number  is  better 
labeled  as  amplitude  or  magnitude,  rather  than  intensity  Of  note  is  that  the  discussion  about  steam  blows,  their 
130  dBA  amplitude,  and  the  20-30  dB  of  reduction  from  silencers  to  be  used  during  construction  were  all  part  of 
footnotes  in  the  Tech  Report,  but  were  elevated-  to  become  part  of  the  main  text  in  the  DEIS 

In  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 9 3.1  the  words  "freauencv.  lenath.  and  noise  intensity"  have  been  deleted  from  the 
referenced  sentence  The  sentence  now  reads  "Ventinas  can  be  as  loud  as  130  dBA  at  a distance  of  100  feet " 
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304 

143-B 

NOI 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  4-203  Section  4.20  4 8 1, 4-5 

It  is  reported  that  the  hourly  average  noise  level  Leq  at  Hayes  Road  was  47.6  Leq  This  is  incorrect  in  that  the 
47.6  dBA  is  the  24-hour  average  Leq,  (i  e the  energy  average  sound  level  over  an  entire  24-hour  period),  not  a 
single-hour  Leq  value  It's  unclear  why  was  just  the  Hayes  Road  number  was  specifically  used  Why  not  also 
report  24-hour  Leq  at  Baseline  Road  (46  4 dBA)  and  the  24-hour  Leq  at  SDNM  (39.7  dBA)?  Regardless  of 
choice  of  receptor  location,  a much  better  way  to  talk  about  unchanging  noise  environments  (due  to  the  No 
Action  Alternative)  would  be  to  include  the  LT  time  history  charts  and  refer  to  them  in  this  DEIS  section 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Section  3.9  5 3 to  include  the  LT  time  historv  charts.  The  final  EIS  has  also 
been  revised  in  Section  4 9 2 to  include  the  24-hour  L,,  at  Baseline  Road  and  Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument.  In  addition,  the  hourlv  averaoe  noise  level  Un  at  Haves  road  has  been  replaced  bv  the  24-hour 
averaqe  in  the  text  in  Section  4 9 2 of  the  final  EIS 

3 

124-1 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

1 have  concerns  about  noise  issues 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Noise  impacts  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  are  discussed  in 
Section  4 9 Noise  of  the  draft  EIS 

8 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

Boulevard  also  has  concerns  that  some  of  the  information  pertaining  to  noise  in  the  DEIS  has  been  interpreted 
incorrectly  Boulevard  conducted  background  noise  measurements  and  a noise  modeling  exercise  which  BLM 
reviewed  prior  to  the  release  of  the  DEIS  However,  the  DEIS  mischaracterizes  the  noise  effects  of  the  Project 
and,  in  some  cases,  presents  information  that  is  incorrect  (see  attached  specific  comments  for  noise) 
Boulevard  requests  that  the  noise  information  presented  in  Chapters  3 and  4 of  the  DEIS  be  reviewed  and 
technical  questions  be  addressed  to  Boulevard’s  consultant  who  conducted  the  noise  studies  lor  the  Project. 

The  noise  information  presented  in  Chapters  3 and  4 of  the  draft  EIS  has  been  reviewed  and  updated  in  the 
final  EIS  based  on  comments  from  the  public,  including  Boulevard 

12 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6.6 

The  wording  of  the  line  about  residents  within  0 6 miles  of  the  Project  Area  makes  it  seem  that  there  will  be 
noise  impacts  to  those  nearby  residents  This  is  not  the  case  Per  sections  1 .3  and  4 4 of  the  Tech  Report, 
there  are  no  significant  noise  impacts  identified  for  any  off-site  residents  It  appears  that  what  is  really  meant  in 
ES  6 6 is  that  there  may  be  land  use-related  impacts  to  property  values  for  residences  within  0 6 miles,  but  this 
would  be  due  to  the  proximity  to  an  industrial  facility  (per  DEIS  4 12.2.2.3)  and  not  specifically  due  to  noise 
issues. 

Anv  detectable  noise  levels  that  are  above  the  ambient  conditions  are  considered  an  imoact  for  this  analysis  as 

noted  in  Section  4 14  1 SDecial  Desianations  Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions  of  the  draft  EIS  There  would  be 

increases  in  noise  levels  above  ambient  conditions  of  uo  to  20  dBA  durina  construction  at  residential  receptor 

ST-2  and  uo  to  5 dBA  at  residential  receptor  LT-1 

13 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6 8 

"equipment  vibration"  should  be  struck  as  construction  and  operations  activities  were  shown  to  NOT  increase 
off-site  vibration  levels  above  existing  ambient  conditions  and/or  thresholds  of  detectability  [per  Tech  Report 
sections  3.3.4  and  3.4.4,  resp] 

The  wording  "equipment  vibration"  has  been  deleted  from  Section  ES  6 8 Noise  of  the  final  EIS. 

14 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6.8 

The  overall  statement  is  so  general  as  to  be  true  there  IS  potential  to  increase  noise  levels  (by  some 
undefined  amount)  near  the  SSEP 

Section  ES  6 8 has  been  revised  to  state  that  "Construction  activities  (e  g . vehicle  traffic,  equipment  operation, 
soil  compaction,  and  venting  during  site  commissioning)  as  well  as  operational  activities  (e  g , vehicle  traffic, 
equipment  vibration,  operation  of  power  blocks,  the  transmission  line  and  switchyard)  would  increase  ambient 
noise  levels  near  the  SSEP  Noise  levels  would  increase  durinq  construction  bv  approximately  5 to  20  dBA 
depending  on  the  distance  between  the  Project  Area  and  the  noise  receptor " 

16 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6.10 

The  Noise  Tech  Report  showed  that  there  will  be  no  significant  noise  impacts  to  any  of  the  formally  classified 
recreational  areas,  so  the  use  of  "would  be  impacted"  and  "due  to  noise”  in  the  same  sentence  is  incorrect. 

There  would  he  an  increase  of  ud  to  4 0 dBA  at  the  LT-3  (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  receptor  and 
12  0 dBA  at  the  ST-1  (North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness)  receptor  durinq  construction,  as  noted  in  the  final 
EIS  in  Section  4 11  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics,  Table  4 58  Ambient,  Construction,  and 
Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Receptors  Anv  noise  levels  that  are  above  the  ambient  conditions  are 
considered  an  impact  for  this  analysis.  However  to  clarify  how  the  increase  in  noise  levels  would  impact  users, 
a sentence  has  been  added  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.9.3. 1 that  states  "Anv  sound  level  40  dBA  and  below 

aives  the  subiective  impression  of  quiet" 

A statement  clarifying  these  analysis  assumptions  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 11.1  Analysis 
Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions 

16 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6 10 

The  Noise  Tech  Report  showed  that  there  will  be  no  significant  noise  impacts  to  any  of  the  formally  classified 
recreational  areas,  so  the  use  of  "would  be  impacted"  and  "due  to  noise"  in  the  same  sentence  is  incorrect 

Anv  noise  levels  that  are  above  the  ambient  conditions  are  considered  an  impact  for  this  analysis,  as  noted  in 

the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 14  1 Special  Desionations  Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions 

17 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6.10 

Noise,  in  and  of  itself,  cannot  alter  portions  of  the  viewshed  Noise  is  an  auditory  manifestation,  while  viewsheds 
are  a characterization  of  visual  aspects  of  the  environment 

Anv  noise  levels  that  are  above  the  ambient  conditions  are  considered  an  impact  (or  this  analysis,  as  noted  in 

the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4.14.1  Special  Desionations  Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions  The  texl  has  been  revised 

in  Section  ES  6.10  of  the  final  EIS  to  state  that  "increases  in  ambient  noise  levels  from  construction"  instead  of 

"noise"  to  clarifv  that  noise  cannot  alter  portions  of  the  viewshed 
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18 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-11  Section  ES  6.13 

The  SDNM  is  named  as  a degraded  environment,  but  there  are  "two  wilderness  areas"  that  are  unnamed  so  it 
is  unclear  what  areas  are  being  discussed  as  potentially  degraded  As  discussed  in  further  details  below,  the 
DEIS  does  not  prove  that  any  wilderness  areas  will  be  degraded  by  SSEP  noise,  other  than  to  make  a 
(arreaching  assertion  as  if  it  were  fact 

The  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  the  names  of  the  two  wilderness  areas — North  Maricopa  and  Sierra 
Estrella— in  Section  ES  6.13  There  would  be  an  increase  of  up  to  4 0 dBA  at  the  LT-3  (Sonoran  Desert 
National  Monument)  receDtor  during  construction  as  stated  in  the  DEIS  in  Section  4.14  SDecial  Designations 
Any  detectable  noise  levels  that  are  above  the  ambient  conditions  are  considered  an  impact  for  this  analysis,  as 
noted  in  the  DEIS  in  Section  4 14  1 Special  Desianations  Analvsis  Area  and  Assumptions 

19 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-11  Section  ES  6.13 

There  is  no  evidence  from  the  Tech  Report,  nor  from  the  DEIS  that  noise  will  degrade  the  primitive  recreational 
settings  of  any  nearby  special  designation  areas  In  fact,  the  Tech  Report  indicates  that  SSEP  operations  noise 
will  probably  be  inaudible  at  most/all  times  of  the  day  and  night,  even  in  the  closest  portions  of  the  SDNM  and 
NMMW  Construction  noise  may  be  audible  in  portions  of  these  two  recreational  areas,  but  the  Tech  Report 
concluded  that  construction  noise  would  not  pose  a significant  impact  The  wording  of  ES.6  13  seems  to  equate 
audibility  with  degradation,  but  does  so  without  establishing  such  a threshold  for  significance. 

There  would  be  an  increase  of  up  to  4 to  5 dBA  at  the  LT-3  (Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument)  receDtor 
dunnq  construction  as  stated  in  Section  4 14  Special  Desianations  of  the  draft  EIS  Anv  detectable  noise  levels 
that  are  above  the  ambient  conditions  are  considered  an  impact  for  this  analysis  as  noted  in  Section  4 14  1 
Special  Designations  Analvsis  Area  and  Assumptions  of  the  draft  EIS 

53 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-48  Section  3.9.2. 1 .x 

The  Tech  Report  section  on  BLM  noise  standards  (under  1.3.1)  has  been  removed  from  the  DEIS 

There  are  no  BLM  noise  standards  For  this  reason  the  BLM  noise  standards  section  of  the  noise  tech  report 
was  not  included  in  the  draft  EIS  and  it  will  not  be  added  to  the  final  EIS  The  pertinent  laws,  ordinances, 
regulations,  and  standards  were  incorporated  into  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  3 9 2.1 

54 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-49  Section  3 9.2.3. 1 

The  second  paragraph  formatting  does  not  make  it  clear  that  this  is  verbatim  language  from  the  county 
code  there  are  no  quotation  marks  or  indents  (as  there  were  in  the  Tech  Report) 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 

55 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-49  Section  3.9.2.3  1 

While  the  DEIS  correctly  summarizes  the  exception  of  power  plant  operations  from  the  County  of  Maricopa,  this 
critical  exemption  is  never  mentioned  again  and  is  not  accounted  for  in  Section  4.9  under  Environmental 
Consequences  Nor  is  this  key  exemption  ever  addressed  with  respect  to  impact  criteria  or  significance 
thresholds. 

Section  4.9.1  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  with  the  following  statement  "jis  described  in  Section  3.9.2  3 1 . 
the  followina  are  exempt  from  Countv  Ordinance  P-23.  1 ) noise  emanatma  Irom  power  plant  equipment  durma 
normal  operations  and  2)  noise  emanating  from  construction  and  repair  equipment  when  used  in  compliance 
with  existing  Maricopa  County  rules  and  regulations 

56 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-54  Section  3.9.5. 1 

The  last  sentence  of  this  paragraph  has  been  removed  The  Tech  Report  (Section  3.2.1)  stated  "All  these 
conditions  were  well  within  appropriate  ranges  for  acceptable  outdoor  measurements  per  ANSI  SI.  13."  This  is 
an  important  technical  qualification  to  the  measurement  effort  and  should  not  have  been  removed 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  this  sentence  in  Section  3.9.5  1 Survey  Methodology 

152 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-77  Section  4.9.1 

1st  P This  paragraph  seems  to  say  that  any  increase  in  noise  due  to  SSEP  construction  or  operations  would,  by 
definition,  result  in  a "direct  impact"  on  noise-sensitive  receptors.  This  is  hardly  a realistic  and  viable  definition 
for  noise  impacts  If  that  were  the  case,  then  nothing  could  ever  be  built  anywhere  unless  its  noise  contribution 
was  at  least  10  dB  less  than  the  existing  ambient  conditions  Such  a restrictive  impact  criterion  hasn't  been 
established  in  the  DEIS?  Further,  the  DEIS  seems  to  routinely  lump  construction  and  operations  noise  together 
and  then  conclude  that  both  will  cause  significant  impacts,  regardless  of  the  impact  criteria  or  the  lack  thereof 

Section  4 9 1 Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  as  follows  1 ) 
operation  and  construction  impacts  are  analyzed  separately  and,  2)  the  use  of  the  term  "noise-sensitive 
receptor"  has  been  changed  to  "noise  receptor"  where  appropriate  Impacts  are  defined  as  an  increase  in  noise 
levels  from  the  ambient  environment  as  noted  in  the  referenced  paragraph.  No  significant  impacts  were  noted 
The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  the  impacts  could  be  "direct"  or  "indirect". 

153 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-77  Section  4.9.1 
2nd  P 

Contrary  to  the  above  paragraph,  this  paragraph  assumes  that  all  pertinent  LORS  are  complied  with  for  both 
construction  and  operations  of  the  SSEP  If  the  Project  is  compliant,  then  no  standards  have  been  broken  and, 
by  conventional  ways  of  establishing  impact  criteria,  no  thresholds  have  been  exceeded  Without  an 
exceedance  of  conventional  impact  thresholds,  how  can  there  be  any  noise-related  impacts? 

Exceedance  of  LORS  is  not  required  for  a recognized  resource  impact  to  occur.  The  impact  analysis  indicates 
that  there  would  be  an  increase  in  noise  levels  as  a result  of  the  project  (a  noise-related  impact)  but  that  these 
increased  noise  levels  would  be  within  allowable  quantities  based  on  LORS  The  EIS  analysis  must  disclose 
this  reaardless  of  whether  or  not  standards  have  been  exceeded 

155 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-77  Section  4 9.3.1 

The  construction  noise  evaluations  were  performed  by  AAC  2009,  not  by  EPG  2009e 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS. 

155 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-77  Section  4 9.3.1 

The  construction  noise  evaluations  were  performed  by  AAC  2009,  not  by  EPG  2009e 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 
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156 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-78  Section  4 9.3.1 

The  construction  noise  evaluations  were  performed  by  AAC  2009,  not  by  EPG  2009e 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 

157 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-78  Section  4 9.3.1 

The  statement  that  construction-related  noise  would  be  "clearly  audible"  during  the  busiest  periods  of  activity  at 
each  of  the  receptor  locations  is  incorrect.  Table  4 43  does  not  compare  the  measured  ambient  levels  to  these 
projected  construction  noise  numbers  For  example,  construction  noise  at  ST-1  is  predicted  to  be  between  34 
and  38  dBA.  depending  on  the  activity  phase  Per  DEIS  Table  3 24,  the  existing  ambient  at  ST-1  is  56  3 dBA 
Leq  nighttime  and  62.7  dBA  Leq  daytime  (over  15-minute  sample  periods),  primarily  due  to  the  steady  flow  of 
traffic  on  SR-85.  One  will  not  be  able  to  hear  construction  noise  at  ST-1  that  is  on  the  order  of  30  dB  below  the 
existing  ambient  Secondly,  per  the  paragraph  above  DEIS  Table  4 42,  the  construction  noise  evaluation,  for 
conservatism,  neglects  several  sound  attenuation  factors  that  would  come  into  play  at  all  the  off-site  receptor 
locations;  making  the  Table  4 43  values,  in  most  cases,  substantially  lower  than  reported  In  the  example  of  ST- 
1 . there  is  a very  large  hillside  between  the  receptor  and  the  SSEP  site  This  would  provide  at  least  another  20 
dB  of  sound  reduction  for  this  situation  (at  total  of  50  dB  below  the  existing  ambient  levels)  Thirdly,  this  hillside 
(on  the  other  side  of  SR-85)  is  actually  the  local  landfill  whereon  many  earth  moving  vehicles  are  in  use  on  a 
daily  basis  to  cover  the  on-going  importation  of  trash.  These  are  the  construction  vehicles  that  would  be  heard 
at  ST-1 . not  the  ones  in  use  over  six  miles  away  at  the  nearest  SSEP  power  block 

The  statement  that  "Construction-related  noise  would  be  clearly  audible  during  the  busiest  penods  of  activity  at 
each  of  the  receDtor  locations"  has  been  chanaed  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  as  follows  "Construction-related  noise 
would  range  between  34  dBA  and  54  dBA  during  the  busiest  periods  of  activity  at  each  of  the  receptor 
ocations"  Also,  in  the  final  EIS  Chaoter  4 9 Noise  has  been  revised  to  include  a comparison  of  the  measured 
ambient  levels  to  the  operational  and  construction  noise  levels  Explanation  regarding  the  conservatism  of  the 
noise  evaluation  and  the  attenuation  factors  of  toDoaraDhv.  etc  . has  been  added  to  Section  4 9 of  the  final  EIS 

158 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-79  Section  4.9.3. 1 

For  the  proper  context  and  appropriate  presentation,  the  paragraph  above  DEIS  Table  4 42  (discussing  the 
conservative  discounting  of  several  sound  attenuation  factors)  should  either  be  moved  here  or  repeated  here 
Strictly  speaking,  the  levels  in  Table  4.43  will  not  be  expenenced  by  people  outdoors  they  will,  in  fact, 
experience  lower  levels  due  to  the  real-world  inclusion  of  these  additional  attenuation  factors  This  fact  may  be 
lost  on  most  readers  due  to  the  incomplete  presentation 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  the  following  note  in  Table  4 54  Predicted  Construction  Noise  Levels 
"These  typical  noise  levels  do  not  account  for  attenuation  from  air  absorption,  ground  effects,  and  shielding  from 
topography  or  structures." 

159 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-79  Section  4. 9. 3.1 
2ndP 

This  paragraph  is  mostly  taken  from  the  Tech  Report  However,  some  important  nuances  and  qualifications 
have  been  omitted  The  original  Tech  Report  texi  was  (with  deleted  wording  shown  in  highlighting)  "exterior 
noise  levels  in  the  range  of  60  to  63  dBA  may  be  experienced  at  this  house  for  those  relatively  short  periods 
when  these  types  of  machines  are  working  in  the  closest  site  areas  As  they  complete  their  work,  though,  they 
will  move  to  other,  more  distant  parts  of  the  site  and  their  noise  contributions  will  reduce  to  levels  more 
represented  by  the  spatially-averaged  results  given  in  Table  NOISE-YYY " Further,  the  original  Tech  Report 
said  "may"  be  experienced,  whereas  the  DEIS  used  the  stronger  word  "would"  be  experienced,  Again,  with  the 
conservative  discounting  of  additional  attenuation  factors,  it  may  be  too  strong  to  state  that  a given  receptor 
would  experience  the  tabled  noise  levels  because,  in  reality,  they  would  be  much  more  likely  to  experience 
substantially  lower  levels  (due  to  these  neglected  attenuation  factors)  The  removal  of  key  distinctions  and 
important  considerations,  plus  the  use  of  stronger  language  that  is  not  warranted  by  the  technical  evaluation  is 
unfairly  painting  an  overly  dour  picture  of  the  future  construction  noise  situation 

The  statement  already  includes  a qualification  that  states  "60  to  63  dBA  would  be  experienced  for  those  periods 
when  construction  activities  are  occurring  in  that  area."  The  fact  that  "noise  levels  would  decrease  as  they 
complete  their  work  and  move  to  other  more  distant  parts  of  the  site"  is  implied  The  NEPA  process  is  intended 
to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that  are  based  on  the  understanding  of  environmental  consequences, 
and  take  actions  that  protect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment  (40  CFR  1500  1 c).  The  terms  "could 
potentially"  or  "may"  are  typically  avoided  in  NEPA  documents  because  they  are  generally  too  vague  to  help  in 
decision-making  If  the  analysis  has  used  reasonable  assumptions  to  discuss  impacts  then  the  term  "would"  is 
used 

161 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4 9 3.1 
5-Apr 

Again  the  word  "would"  is  used,  rather  than  "may",  to  depict  the  future  noise  levels  to  be  experienced  during 
construction  Given  the  conservative  nature  of  the  evaluation,  this  is  an  over-statement  Several  receptors 
would,  in  reality,  have  noise  levels  well  below  the  existing  ambient,  but  this  is  not  even  provided  as  a possibility 
in  the  DEIS  wording  Further,  the  rest  of  the  sentence  does  not  distinguish  between  receptor  locations,  thus 
implying  that  all  receptors  "would"  experience  construction  noise  that  would  be  comparable  or  above  the 
existing  ambient  As  shown  above  for  ST-1 . this  is  clearly  not  the  case  and  making  such  a strong  and  all 
encompassing  statement  is  unfairly  and  incorrectly  characterizing  the  Project  relative  to  construction  noise 
environments 

The  text  has  been  revised  in  Section  4 9.3.1  to  clarify  that  the  construction  phase  of  the  Proposed  Action  would 

result  in  increased  ambient  noise  levels  at  some  receptor  locations  Receptor  locations  are  distmauished  in 

Table  4 54  Predicted  Construction  Noise  Levels  idBAi  Compared  to  Ambient  Noise  Levels  - Proposed  Action 
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162 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4 9.3.1 

The  statement  about  bursts  ot  venting  noise  exceeding  100  dBA  within  closed  residential  structures  is  incorrect 
The  closest  residential  receptor  to  an  area  needing  steam  blows  is  ST-2  at  4,658  feet  from  the  125  MW  block 
(per  DEIS  Table  3.22).  The  noise  level  from  a silenced  steam  blow  venting  would  be  100  dBA  at  100  feet  from 
the  outlet  Distance  attenuation  alone  would  provide  33  dB  of  attenuation,  with  air  absorption  and  ground  effects 
providing  at  least  another  10-15  dB  Even  with  windows  open  in  a typical  house,  one  could  apply  a conservative 
17  dB  reduction  for  outside-to-mside  transmission  loss  (as  discussed  on  DEIS  page  4-79)  Thus,  the  stated 
steam  blow  level  would  conservatively  be  closer  to  35  dBA  on  the  inside  of  the  nearest  residence,  with  open 
windows  (100  - 33  - 15  - 17  = 35).  than  the  erroneously  stated  100  dBA  Also,  it  would  be  more  likely  to  be 
below  this  estimated  level  than  to  exceed  this  level,  given  the  conservative  evaluation  methodology,  and  the 
use  of  "exceed"  is  overly  harsh 

This  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS  and  replaced  with  the  following  "The  noise  level  from  a 
silenced  steam  blow  venting  would  be  100  dBA  at  100  feet  from  the  outlet  As  a result  of  ^distance 
attenuation,  2)_air  absorption  and  ground  eflects,  and  3)_noise  attenuation  related  to  being  indoors,  the  closest 
receptor  (ST-2)  would  experience  noise  levels  of  approximately  35  dBA  indoors  " 

163 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4 9.3.2 , 2 

The  operations  noise  evaluations  were  performed  by  AAC  2009,  not  by  EPG  2009e. 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 

164 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4.9  3.2,  3 

Again,  the  use  of  the  strong  word  "would"  in  relation  to  noise  level  increases  over  ambient  conditions  is  both 
unfair  and,  in  some  cases,  simply  incorrect. 

The  NEPA  process  is  intended  to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that  are  based  on  the  understanding  of 
environmental  consequences,  and  take  actions  that  protect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment  (40  CFR 
1500  1 c)  The  term  "could  potentially"  is  typically  avoided  in  NEPA  documents  because  it  is  generally  too 
vague  to  help  in  decision-making.  If  the  analysis  has  used  reasonable  assumptions  to  discuss  impacts  then  the 
term  "would"  is  used 

165 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4 9 3.2,  bullets 

Five  bullets  are  listed  as  operations  actions  that  would  experience  noise  level  increases.  However,  lour  of  the 
live  are  discussed  in  subsequent  text  as  not  experiencing  noise  level  increases  or  having  undetectable  vibration 
evels,  a direct  contradiction  of  the  sentence  just  before  the  bullets  To  wit,  the  first  bullet  on  operations  traffic  is 
contradicted  by  the  first  paragraph  following  the  bullet  list  The  second  bullet  on  operations  vibration  (not  a 
noise  impact,  by  the  way)  is  contradicted  by  the  second  paragraph  following  the  bullet  list  The  transmission  line 
and  switchyard  bullets  are  invalidated  by  the  last  paragraph  in  4.9.3  2 

In  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 9 3.2  the  sentence  prior  to  the  bullets  has  been  changed  to  read  "The  following 
actions  that  would  occur  during  operations  of  the  Proposed  Action  were  analyzed  " 

166 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4 9 3.2.  4th  P 

Continued  use  of  the  (strong)  word  "would"  implies  a certainty  that  is  not  consistent  with  the  Tech  Report  that 
used  phrases  such  as  "are  predicted  to  be"  or  "are  expected  to  be  " The  most  troublesome  use  of  "would"  is 
with  respect  to  expected  noise  levels  at  Receptor  ST-2.  The  Tech  Report  talked  about  expected  levels  of  5-7  dB 
above  typical  daytime  ambient,  but  added  qualifications  about  additional,  real-world  attenuation  factors  that 
could  reasonably  be  expected  to  reduce  the  SSEP  contributions  to  1-3  dB  above  typical  daytime  ambient  levels 
The  Tech  Report  goes  on  to  conclude  that  these  likely,  real-world  conditions  "may  be  inaudible  to  discernible", 
but  these  qualifications  and  additional  discussion  from  the  Tech  Report  were  not  included  in  the  DEIS,  thus 
precluding  a complete  and  thorough  technical  picture. 

The  NEPA  process  is  intended  to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that  are  based  on  the  understanding  of 
environmental  consequences,  and  take  actions  that  protect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment  (40  CFR 
1500.1  c)  The  term  "could  potentially"  is  typically  avoided  in  NEPA  documents  because  it  is  generally  too 
vague  to  help  in  decision-making  If  the  analysis  has  used  reasonable  assumptions  to  discuss  impacts  then  the 
term  "would"  is  used  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Section  4 9.3.2  to  include  a statement  that  attenuation 
factors  could  reduce  the  SSEP's  contributions  to  noise  levels  tol-3  dBAabove  daytime  ambient  levels 
depending  on  environmental  conditions  such  as  wind  speed  and  direction 

167 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4.9  3.2,  4th  P 

n addition  to  the  above,  the  predicted  SSEP  contributions  being  5-7  dB  above  typical  daytime  ambient  levels  at 
receptor  ST-2  is  referenced  to  DEIS  Table  4 44  However,  there  is  no  way  the  reader  can  make  that 
comparison  as  Table  4 44  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  for  such  an  assessment  (it  only  gives  the 
after'  condition)  To  make  a proper  assessment  for  future  noise  at  ST-2,  one  would  also  need  to  at  least  refer  to 
Table  3.24,  but  this  was  not  referenced  Additionally,  one  would  have  to  also  consider  the  long-term  data  at 
similar  location  LT-1  to  properly  establish  what  the  "typical  daytime  ambient"  levels  are,  as  data  at  ST-1  was  a 
single,  15-minute  sample  during  the  daytime  (While  not  explicitly  stated  in  the  Tech  Report,  use  was  also  made 
of  the  long-term  data  at  similar  location  LT-1  to  arrive  at  the  typical  daytime  levels  for  the  general  receptor  area, 
ncluding  at  ST-1.) 

A reference  to  Table  3 24  Ambient  Noise  Measurements  - Summary  of  Short  Term  Data  has  been  added  to  the 
referenced  statement  in  the  final  EIS  In  addition,  the  word  "tvDical"  has  been  deleted  from  this  statement  in  the 

final  EIS  Please  note  that  in  the  draft  EIS  ODerational  noise  levels  are  discussed  as  beina  below  the  ambient 

conditions  at  all  other  receptors. 

168 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-80  Section  4.9  3.2,  4th  P 

The  next  to  last  sentence  on  this  page  appears  to  be  worded  incorrectly  Rather  than  "For  nighttime  operations, 
noise  contributions  from  the  SSEP  would  not  exceed  the  existing  conditions  at  all  receptor  analysis  locations  ", 
he  correct  phrasing  should  be  " from  the  SSEP  are  not  expected  to  exceed  the  existing  conditions  at  any 
eceptor  analysis  locations." 

In  the  final  EIS  the  wording  has  been  changed  as  suggested  by  the  commenter 
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AAC  cannot  confirm  the  distance  given  (1 ,630’)  to  ST-2  for  this  Alternative 

The  distance  given  in  the  draft  EIS  was  approximate  The  calculation  was  checked  again  for  the  final  EIS  using 
Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS)  technology  and  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  read  "approximately 
1,650  feet" 

General  Comment 

pg  4-82  Section  4 9 5 1.  11-13 

This  last  sentence  is  awkwardly  worded  and  it  appear  that  the  5-7  dB  notation  is  a hold-over  from  the  proposed 
action  operations  assessment  and  not  valid  lor  the  Alt  B construction  assessment.  Suggested  better  wording 
The  increased  distance  between  noise-sensitive  receptors  and  solar  field  construction  activities  can  be 
expected  to  result  in  reduced  audible  construction  noise  at  nearby  residences,  as  compared  to  the  Proposed 
Action  construction  scenario  These  Alt  B construction  activities  may  still  be  audible  at  receptor  locations  such 
as  ST-2  during  periods  ol  heavy  activity,  but  these  construction  noise  levels  will  be  short-term  and  will  dissipate 
as  the  activities  move  farther  away  from  the  residences  " 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  replace  the  current  wording  with  the  suggested  wording  except  that  the  word 
"will"  has  been  replaced  by  the  word  "would" 

General  Comment 

pg  4-82  Section  4 9.5.2,  3-5 

This  statement  seems  to  be  missing  the  fundamental  point  of  SSEP  operations  noise  That  is,  the  mam  noise 
sources  during  operations  are  at  the  two  power  blocks  (with  the  solar  fields  being  essentially  inconsequential 
unless  one  is  very  close  to  a solar  panel  actuator).  This  statement  should  read  something  like  "Because 
operations  noise  levels  are  primarily  controlled  by  the  power  block  equipment  and  not  the  solar  field  equipment, 
changes  in  the  size  of  the  solar  field  for  this  Alternative  will  not  change  the  SSEP  noise  environment  relative  to 
the  Proposed  Action  " 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  replace  the  current  wordinq  with  the  suqqested  wordina  exceDt  that  the  word 
"will"  has  been  reolaced  bv  the  word  "would' 

172 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-82  Section  4 9 6.1,  1-3 

These  sentences  are  awkwardly  worded  in  that  is  unclear  what  is  being  compared  to  what  regarding  future 
noise  conditions  It  appears  that  the  Brine  Concentrator  Alternative  is  being  compared  to  existing  ambient  noise 
levels,  but  it  should  be  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action 

The  statements  have  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  that  the  aoDlication  ol  the  Brine  Concentrator  Option 
would  not  chanae  the  noise-related  imoacts  ol  the  ProDOsed  Action  or  Alternative  B 

173 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-82  Section  4 9 6 2 
See  comment  directly  above 

The  statements  have  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarifv  that  the  aoDlication  of  the  Brine  Concentrator  Ootion 

would  not  chanae  the  noise-related  imoacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  Alternative  B 

174 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-82  Section  4 9 7 all 

The  use  of  the  word  "additional"  indicates  that  there  are  other,  fundamental  Mitigation  Measures  (discussed 
elsewhere)  that  these  4.9  7 mitigation  measures  would  be  overlaid  onto  However,  there  are  no  such 
fundamental  Mitigation  Measures  discussed  elsewhere 

"Additional  Mitigation  Measures"  has  been  revised  to  read  "Potential  Mitiaation  Measures"  in  the  final  EIS 
Section  2 3 has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  the  various  measures  considered  in  the  analysis  that 
would  reduce  impacts  In  Darticular.  soecilic  stiDulations  from  the  Lower  Gila  South  RMP  and  its  amendments 
have  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  Management  practices  required  by  law  are  now  referred  to  as  Laws. 
Ordinances,  Regulations,  and  Standards  (LORS).  In  addition,  a section  titled,  "2.3  4Potential  Mitigation 
Measures"  has  been  added  to  Chapter  2 ol  the  final  EIS.  which  clarifies  how  potential  mitigation  measures  are 
considered  and  how  they  may  be  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  ROD 

175 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-83  Section  4 9.9  all 

See  above  for  comments  on  the  use  of  the  word  "would"  As  also  discussed  previously,  important  nuances  and 
qualifications  contained  in  the  Tech  Report  have  been  omitted  in  the  DEIS,  thus  providing  the  DEIS  reader  with 
only  a partial  explanation  of  future  conditions  For  one,  the  closest  receptors  to  the  east  of  the  site  (and  the  one 
most  likely  to  receive  the  largest  increases  over  existing  ambient  levels)  are  in  the  Goodyear  Planning  Area,  not 
within  Goodyear  city  limits.  Secondly,  not  all  receptors  east  of  the  plant  may  (not  would)  experience  a 5-7  dB 
ncrease.  as  is  implied  by  the  DEIS  wording  Thirdly,  the  Tech  Report  discusses  additional  noise  propagation 
characteristics,  as  well  as  changing  ambient  conditions  that  may  likely  result  in  SSEP  operations  being 
naudible  throughout  most  of  a typical  daytime  period,  even  at  the  closest  residential  receptors 

In  Section  4 9.11  Short-term  Uses  versus  Long-term  productivity,  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  state 
"Goodyear  Planning  Area"  rather  than  "Goodyear " An  explanation  of  noise  propagation  characteristics  has 
been  added  to  Section  4 9 1 Noise  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  in  the  final  EIS.  In  addition.  Section 
4 9.3  Noise  Proposed  Action  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  show  ambient  versus  construction  and 
operational  noise  levels  at  each  individual  receptor 

176 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-83  Section  4 9 10,  1-2 

This  statement  is  at  least  confusing  and  does  not  reflect  'irreversible'  The  fact  that  the  plant  has  a design  life 
and  a planned  decommissioning  time  horizon  means  that  SSEP  operations  noise  can  be  reversed,  not  because 
of  the  stated  increased  noise  levels  over  the  lifetime  of  the  SSEP  More  importantly,  see  all  the  comments 
mmediately  above  for  4 9 9 

In  Section  4. 9. ^Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to 
differentiate  ambient  versus  construction  and  operations  noise  levels  at  individual  receptors.  Statements 
concerning  irreversible  and  irretrievable  noise-related  impacts  have  not  been  modified  in  the  final  EIS  In 
Section  4.9  10  the  draft  EIS  correctly  states  that  there  would  be  "no  irreversible  impacts  on  the  sound 
environment  of  the  area"  but  that  there  would  be  "irretrievable  impacts  associated  with  the  operation  of  the 
SSEP." 
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177 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-83.  all 

Nowhere  in  this  section  are  impact  criteria  or  significant  thresholds  established  Therefore,  it  is  unclear  how 
impacts  can  be  addressed  Further,  following  section  3 9 2.3  1 , there  is  never  mention  that  normal  operations  of 
power  plants  are  specifically  EXEMPTED  from  the  County  of  Maricopa  Noise  Ordinance  All  this  section  seems 
to  focus  on  is  an  increase  in  daytime  contributions  of  5 to  7 dB  (note  that  these  numbers  were  not  adequately 
documented  in  the  DEIS,  nor  are  they  put  into  proper  context)  with  an  inferred  implication  that  such  potential 
increases  are  significant  impacts  Nowhere  is  it  stated  whether  or  not  these  5-7  dB  contributions  are  adverse  or 
significant  impacts  Subsequent  sections  rely  on  this  inferred/  implied  impact  conclusion  and  even  tend  to 
extend  it  beyond  how  it  is  presented  in  4 9 

The  assessment  of  impacts  is  addressed  in  Section  4 9 1 of  the  draft  EIS  " the  relative  impacts  of  each 
alternative  to  noise-sensitive  receptors  were  assessed  by  comparing  changes  in  ambient  noise  levels  from  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  at  noise-sensitive  receptors  " In  the  final  EIS  information  has  been 
added  to  Section  4 9 1 to  clarify  the  general  relationships  between  sound  level  increases  and  human 
perception. 

Section  4.9.1  of  the  final  EIS  has  also  been  updated  with  the  following  statement  "^s  described  in  Section 
3.9.2.31.  the  followina  are  exempt  from  Countv  Ordinance  P-23  1)  noise  emanatma  from  cower  Dlant 
equipment  during  normal  operations  and  2)  noise  emanating  from  construction  and  repair  equipment  when 
used  in  compliance  with  existing  Maricopa  County  rules  and  regulations " 

293 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-193  Section  4 20  2 4 all 

It  is  not  clear  how  the  author  concludes  that  construction  noise  "usually  dissipates  to  background  levels  within 
2 8 km  or  1 75  miles  of  the  source  " This  is  not  discussed  in  the  DEIS  Secondly,  the  dissipation  of 
construction  noise  to  background  levels,  while  dependent  on  topography  and  vegetation  as  noted,  is  much 
more  dependent  on  the  intensity  of  the  construction  activities  as  well  as  on  the  variability  of  the  ambient 
conditions  at  any  given  receptor  location  The  long-term  time  history  charts  included  in  the  Tech  Report,  but  not 
m the  DEIS,  show  daytime  variability  in  noise  levels  of  up  to  20  dB  at  all  three  LT  locations.  With  the  ambient 
conditions  changing  that  much  during  the  daytime,  along  with  changing  construction  location  and  intensity, 
stating  a single  number  for  distance  from  the  construction  noise  sources  as  being  the'  distance  where  those 
activities  dissipate  to  the  background  levels  is  a serious  over-simplification.  Lastly,  the  end  sentence  appears  to 
be  contradictory  to  the  above  assertions  in  that  2 8 km  is  listed  as  the  distance  where  construction  noise 
dissipates  to  the  background  (which  should  lead  to  a preponderance  of  inaudibility),  but  then  a 5 km  distance  is 
stated  as  being  "the  furthest  (sic)  boundary  from  where  noise  could  be  heard  from  the  Project  Area."  Is 
construction  noise  inaudible  at  2 8 km  or  at  5 km9 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Section  4.20.2  4 to  support  the  assertion  that  construction  noise  dissipates  to 
background  levels  within  2 8 km  or  1 .75  miles  of  the  source  and  to  include  the  rationale  for  the  size  of  the  Noise 
CEAA.  Text  has  also  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  noting  that  the  distance  would  vary  depending  on  the  intensity 
of  construction  activities  and  the  range  of  ambient  conditions  The  following  sentence  has  been  deleted  from 
this  section  "This  distance  represents  the  furthest  boundary  from  where  noise  could  be  heard  from  the  Project 
Area"  and  has  been  replaced  with  "The  size  of  the  CEAA  was  chosen  to  capture  other  sources  of  noise  that 
may  overlap  the  dissipation  distance  noted  and  to  better  disclose  cumulative  impacts  " 

298 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-202  Section  4.20  4 8 14-15 

The  sentence  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  disclose  the  24-hour  L«,  range  for  the  short-term  noise 
receptors  and  the  ranae  of  the  A-weiahted  statistical  sound  levels  of  Lm  and  L*-,  at  the  Iona-term  noise  receptors 

It  is  unclear  why  the  author  chose  to  list  the  highest  24-hour  noise  level  at  the  end  of  this  paragraph.  What  is  the 
point  that  is  trying  to  be  made  by  its  mention?  Secondly,  the  reported  number  (50  0 dBA)  is  the  CNEL  24-hour 
metnc  which  has  not  been  used  to  characterize  the  ambient  conditions  anywhere  else  in  the  DEIS  Up  to  this 
point,  the  24-hour  Leq  has  been  reported  and  (marginally)  discussed  (and  usually  mislabeled  as  the  "hourly 
Leq")  so  why  use  the  CNEL  metric  now?  A more  indicative  noise  metric  might  be  the  hourly  Leq  which  ranged 
from  xxx  to  xxx  at  LT-1 , from  xxx  to  xxx  at  LT-2,  from  xxx  to  xxx  at  LT-3  A better  presentation  of  the  ambient 
conditions  around  the  site  would  be  to  show  the  long-term  time  history  charts  from  the  Tech  Report.  Note  that 
the  50  0 dBA  statement  is  also  incorrect  in  that  a 15-minute  Leq  of  62  7 dBA  was  measured  at  locations  ST-1 , 

rather  than  the  single  CNEL  24-hour  metric  at  one  noise  receptor 

299 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-202  Section  4.20  4 8.  3rdP 

The  text  talks  about  3700  acres  of  solar  facilities  in  the  5-km  CEAA,  but  this  does  not  agree  with  the  referenced 
Table  4 86.  which  shows  0 acres  of  solar  proiects  in  the  5-km  CEAA  Further,  the  table  lists  3,569  acres,  which 
would  round  up  to  3600,  not  3700  With  such  a large  CEAA  for  noise  and  with  such  widely  dispersed  RFA 
projects,  it  should  be  stated  that  with  "more  people  and  traffic  (coming  into)  the  area,  (which  will)  result  in  an 
increase  in  noise  levels"9  Don't  potential  increased  noise  levels  from  the  SSEP  and  the  cumulative  effects  from 
the  RFA's  depend  on  the  location  of  future  receptors  in  relation  to  the  SSEP  and  the  RFA's9  There  could  well 
be  locations  that  experience  no  change  in  noise  levels,  even  with  SSEP  and  the  RFA's  The  uncertainty  of  the 
situation  is  well  expressed  in  the  last  sentence  that  states  it  is  not  possible  to  quantify  the  increase  in  dBA  for 
these  projects  yet  the  author  made  a blanket  statement  previously  that  there  will  be  increasing  noise  levels  If 
it  is  not  quantifiable  or  able  to  be  estimated,  how  can  such  an  authoritative  conclusion  be  reached9 

Table  4 86  of  the  final  EIS  only  includes  key  ongoing,  proposed,  and  potential  actions  within  each  CEAA  or  the 
Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  (RFAs)  The  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  discussed  in  the  other 
resource  sections  of  Chapter  4.  Cumulative  impacts  consider  both  the  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and 
from  the  RFAs  The  sentence  "Commercial  and  residential  development  along  with  the  growth  of  master 
planned  communities  and  construction  of  freeways  and  parkways  would  bring  more  people  and  traffic  to  the 
area  resultina  in  an  increase  in  noise  levels"  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  sav  "Commercial  and 
residential  development  along  with  the  growth  of  master  planned  communities  and  construction  of  freeways 
would  bring  more  people  and  traffic  to  the  area,  which  would  result  in  an  increase  in  noise  levels  in  some 
areas  " Finally,  the  text  in  the  referenced  section  has  been  revised  to  read  "development  of  the  SSEP"  rather 
than  "development  of  3,700  acres  of  solar  facilities  " 

300 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-203  Section  4 20  4 8 5-6 

The  first  sentence  is  over-reaching  on  two  counts  It  has  not  been  shown  that  construction  and  operation  of  the 
SSEP  would  contribute  to  increased  noise  levels  in  the  5-km  CEAA  This  is  simply  not  the  case  and  not  shown 
by  the  DEIS  analysis  or  data  presentation  Next,  the  end  of  this  sentence  over-reaches  in  stating  the 
(presumed)  increases  in  the  CEAA,  especially  during  construction,  would  be  over  the  next  30  years  But 
construction  will  not  last  for  30  years,  so  how  can  these  presumed  increases  be  "especially"  due  to  this  39- 
month  activity?  This  lumping  of  construction  and  operations  noise  together  and  concluding  that  both  will  cause 
significant  impacts  seems  to  be  a common  over-statement  throughout  this  DEIS. 

The  wording  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  show  the  change  in  noise  levels  at  all  receptors  within  the 
CEAA.  Information  has  also  been  added  to  clarify  that  the  increases  in  noise  levels  during  construction  would 
last  39  months,  not  30  years  (lifetime  of  the  project) 
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301 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-203  Section  4 20  4 8 5-6 

The  DEIS  incorrectly  states  that  construction  noise  increases  would  range  from  33  to  91  dBA  at  50  feet  This 
range  of  numbers  lor  50-feet  construction  noise  levels  is  incorrect.  Also,  since  there  are  no  off-site  receptors 
that  are  at  50  feet  from  construction  activity,  is  this  statement  necessary?  The  conservatively-estimated 
construction  noise  levels  are  reported  in  DEIS  Table  4 43  (page  4-79).  However,  these  tabled  values  are  for 
SSEP  construction  activity  noise  level  contributions  only  and  DO  NOT  represent  increases  over  the  existing 
conditions,  as  is  being  stated  here  This  could  be  indicative  of  an  overall  misinterpretation  of  noise 
measurement  and  predictive  analysis  results  contained  in  the  Tech  Report 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  this  section  to  clarify  that  the  increases  in  noise  levels  would  be  20  dBA  or 
less  Information  discussina  the  increases  of  noise  levels  at  all  receDtors  has  also  been  included  in  this  section 
of  the  final  EIS 

302 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-203  Section  4 20.4  8 6-7 

As  directly  above,  the  predicted  noise  levels  for  SSEP  operations  are  incorrectly  reported  as  increases  of  from  0 
to  42  dBA  The  SSEP  operations  noise  predictions  (Project  contributions  only,  without  accounting  for  existing 
ambient  conditions)  are  summarized  in  DEIS  Table  4 44  (page  4-81).  It  would  appear  that  the  DEIS  author  took 
the  highest  and  lowest  tabled  numbers  and  reported  them  here  as  increases,  which  they  are  not. 

The  final  EIS  has  been  corrected  to  state  that  the  increases  in  noise  levels  during  SSEP  operations  would  be 
8_dBA  or  less 

303 

143-B 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-203  Section  4.20.4.8  8-10 

Again,  there  is  a generalized  conclusion  that  "construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  under  any  of  the 
alternatives  would  contribute  noise  to  the  CEAA  over  the  next  30  years  ."  This  is  simply  not  true  for  a majority 
of  the  CEAA,  even  under  the  loudest  construction  periods  (with  the  entire  construction  schedule  only  being  39 
months  in  duration,  not  30  years).  The  author  then  goes  on  to  add  the  clause  "further  reducing  the  quiet  nature 
of  the  CEAA  " There  are  some  parts  of  the  CEAA  that  do  not  currently  have  a quiet  nature  to  them  and  there 
are  other  parts  that  will  not  be  able  to  detect  SSEP  noise  under  any  reasonable  circumstances,  so  the  proposed 
Project  will  make  no  difference  whatsoever  in  these  areas  The  presumed  premise  in  these  statements  that  all 
portions  of  the  CEAA  have  an  extremely  quiet  environment  is  not  true  and  the  presumed  premise  that  SSEP 
noise  contributions  will  propagate  to  all  portions  of  the  CEAA  is  also  not  true 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  this  section  to  note  the  difference  between  construction  and  ODerations  noise 
the  length  of  time  tor  each  phase,  and  the  range  of  ambient  noise  levels  throughout  the  CEAA 

74 

150-0 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

from  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Due  to  its  proximity  to  the  North  Maricopa  Wilderness  Area  and  the  value  of 
natural  quiet  as  a key  wilderness  value,  the  impacts  of  this  project  on  the  natural  quiet  should  be  thoroughly 
evaluated  and  proposals  to  limit  and  mitigate  noise  should  be  incorporated 

Recommendation:  The  EIS  must  fully  analyze  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  value  of  natural  quiet  given  its 
proximity  to  a designated  wilderness  area. 

The  impacts  from  noise  to  wilderness  areas  are  discussed  in  Section  4 14  of  the  draft  EIS.  Local,  state,  and 
federal  laws,  ordinances,  regulations,  and  standards  for  noise  are  outlined  in  Section  3.9.2  of  the  draft  EIS 

75 

150-0 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  While  the  solar  troughs  make  little  noise,  the  power  plant  itself  will  generate 
a fair  amount  of  noise  from  the  turbines  The  EIS  must  fully  analyze  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  value  of 
natural  quiet  given  its  proximity  to  a designated  wilderness  area. 

The  impacts  from  noise  to  nearby  wilderness  areas  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 14  Special 
Designations 

6 

161-G 

NOI-1 

General  Comment 

We  are  concerned  about  noise  from  construction  and  operation,  which  apparently  will  reach  Buckeye  Hills 
Regional  Park.  (4  113  Proposed  Action) 

Noise  impacts  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 9 

76 

150-0 

NOI-2 

Transportation  Noise 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter.  Any  additional  truck  and  car  traffic  and  its  noise  impacts  should  also  be 
evaluated  and  minimized  The  EIS  must  fully  analyze  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  value  of  natural  quiet 
given  its  proximity  to  a designated  wilderness  area 

Noise  impacts  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  are  discussed  in  Section  4 9 Noise  of  the  draft  EIS 
Noise  would  be  minimized  by  adhering  to  the  laws,  ordinances,  regulations,  and  standards  listed  in  Section  3.9 
Noise.  Impacts  to  designated  wilderness  from  noise  are  analyzed  in  Section  4 14.  Special  Designations 

178 

143-B 

PAL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-84  Section  4.10.3 

A PFYC  rating  of  2 suggests  that  there  is  very  little,  but  not  zero,  likelihood  of  discovering  paleontological 
resources  during  construction  activities  within  the  Project  Area  What  protocols  will  be  put  in  place  regarding 
unexpected  paleontological  resource  discoveries?  Would  fossils  be  recovered  from  the  site  and  by  whom9 
Where  would  any  fossils  be  deposited? 

Section  4.10.4.  Potential  Mitiqation  Measures,  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  modified  to  state  that  construction 
workers  responsible  for  surface-disturbing  activities  "could  be  instructed  to  recognize  paleontological 
resources  " This  section  was  also  modified  to  state  that  "anv  discoveries  would  be  treated  in  accordance  with 
federal  policy  implementing  the  Paleontological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  2009  If  paleontological  resources 

are  discovered  inadvertently  during  construction  or  operation,  the  BLM  would  require  the  issuance  of  a 

Daleontoloaical  resource  use  permit  to  a qualified  Daleontoloaist  for  the  scientific  collection  and  study  of  anv 

vertebrate  fossils  or  occurrences  of  noteworthy  invertebrate  or  plant  fossils  " 

179 

143-B 

PAL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-84  Section  4 10  3 
Remove  one  of  the  two  "impacts" 

Section  4.10  3 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  remove  the  duplicate  occurrence  of  the  word  impacts 
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43 

150-0 

PN-1 

General  Comment 

The  purpose  and  need  statement  in  the  DEIS  includes  mention  of  the  broader  goals  for  BLM's  solar  energy 
program,  including  supporting  the  President's  New  Energy  for  America  Plan,  the  American  Recovery  and 
Reinvestment  Act  ot  2009,  and  renewable  energy  development  goals  for  the  public  lands  set  lorth  in  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  2005  (p.  1-5).  This  is  an  important  improvement  on  the  overly  narrow  purpose  and  need 
statements  in  other  DEISs  that  have  recently  been  published  for  proposed  solar  projects  on  BLM  land  in  other 
states  However,  to  both  make  clear  BLM's  goals  for  its  solar  program  and  ensure  that  the  DEIS  is  legally 
defensible,  we  recommend  that  BLM  go  further  in  defining  the  purpose  and  need  to  include  mention  of  the 
broader  goal  of  "facilitating  environmentally  responsible  commercial  development  of  solar  energy  projects"  and 
the  possibility  of  SSEP  helping  meet  Arizona's  RES 

The  following  statement  has  been  added  to  Section  1 3.2,  Need  for  the  Action  "This  Proposed  Action  or 
alternatives,  if  approved,  would  also  further  the  purpose  of  Secretarial  Order  3285A1  (March  1 1 , 2009)  that 
"establishes  the  development  of  environmentally  responsible  renewable  energy  as  a priority  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior " Information  related  to  helping  meet  Arizona's  Renewable  Energy  Standard  (RES)  is  already 
included  in  Sections  1 1 and  1 2 of  the  draft  EIS 

44 

150-0 

PN-1 

General  Comment 

BLM  should  go  further  in  defining  the  purpose  and  need  for  SSEP  to  include  mention  of  the  broader  goal  of 
"facilitating  environmentally  responsible  commercial  development  of  solar  energy  projects"  and  the  possibility  of 
SSEP  helping  meet  Arizona  RES 

The  following  statement  has  been  added  to  Section  1 .3.2,  Need  for  the  Action:  'This  Proposed  Action  or 
alternatives,  if  approved,  would  also  further  the  purpose  of  Secretarial  Order  3285A1  (March  1 1 , 2009)  that 
"establishes  the  development  of  environmentally  responsible  renewable  energy  as  a priority  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior " Information  related  to  helping  meet  Arizona's  Renewable  Energy  Standard  (RES)  is  already 
included  in  Sections  1.1  and  1 2 of  the  draft  EIS 

2 

148-G 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

In  making  its  decisions  regarding  whether  or  not  to  grant  ROWs  for  such  projects,  we  recommend  BLM 
consider  a full  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  minimize  the  adverse  environmental  impacts 

As  discussed  in  Section  2.1  of  the  draft  EIS.  the  BLM  is  required  to  analyze  a range  of  alternatives  that  both 
meet  the  purpose  and  need  and  minimize  or  avoid  environmental  impacts  For  unreasonable  alternatives  or 
alternatives  that  do  not  meet  purpose  and  need,  a detailed  analysis  of  these  alternatives  is  not  required  These 
alternatives  are  described  in  Section  2.9  of  the  draft  EIS.  which  provides  the  rationale  for  eliminating  them  from 
detailed  analysis. 

35 

148-G 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

The  DEIS  notes  that  a Conformity  Analysis  is  currently  in  development  but  has  not  been  included  in  the  DEIS 
(page  ES-9).  If  applicable,  a Conformity  Determination  will  be  necessary  to  support  a record  of  decision  EPA 
encourages  BLM  to  coordinate  with  EPA  and  the  Maricopa  County  Air  Quality  Department  in  advance  of  issuing 
the  FEIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  will  ensure  that  all  the  necessary  coordination  activities  for  the  SSEP 
occur  in  a timely  fashion 

51 

150-0 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  In  general,  as  the  U S Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  processes 
applications  for  solar  development  on  public  lands,  we  urge  you  to  continue  to  improve  the  process  Among  the 
areas  where  additional  guidance  is  needed  are:  incorporating  additional  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs), 
refining  the  Right  of  Way  (ROW)  application  process  to  properly  address  the  differences  between  solar 
development  and  other  uses  of  ROWs,  and  incorporating  recommendations  from  ongoing  transmission 
planning  In  general,  the  BLM  should  work  with  appropriate  state  agencies  to  prioritize  and  help  guide 
renewable  energy  development  toward  land  that  has  already  been  developed  for  industrial,  agricultural,  or  other 
intensive  human  uses  that  are  close  to  existing  transmission  over  ecologically-mtact  public  lands 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Although  outside  the  scope  of  the  federal  decision  to  be  made  on  this  proposal 
(see  Section  1 4 2 of  the  draft  EIS).  we  note  that  the  BLM  is  currently  participating  in  the  development  of  the 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Solar  Energy  Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States, 
which  can  be  accessed  at  http://solareis  anl.gov/ 

52 

150-0 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Our  organizations  support  and  are  actively  engaged  in  a number  of  multi- 
stakeholder processes  aimed  at  identifying  environmentally  appropriate  areas  for  solar  energy  development  in 
Arizona  and  the  West,  including  the  Arizona  Renewable  Resource  and  Transmission  Identification  Task  Force, 
the  Western  Governors'  Association's  Western  Renewable  Energy  Zone  process,  and  the  BLM's  plan  to 
develop  a Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Solar  Energy  We  urge  you  to  incorporate  the 
work  of  these  processes  as  you  move  forward  with  permitting  solar  energy  projects  in  the  desert 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  BLM  has  and  will  continue  to  incorporate  information  in  the  SSEP  EIS 
process  from  the  processes  mentioned  by  the  commenter 

53 

150-0 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  In  addition,  our  organizations  have  worked  with  other  members  of  the 
environmental  community  in  Arizona  to  develop  criteria  for  use  in  identifying  appropriate  areas  for  development 
(see  attachment  A-criteria  list).The  criteria,  which  are  attached,  are  designed  to  help  guide  renewable 
development,  principally  solar  development,  to  appropriate  locations.  More  specifically,  the  criteria  are  intended 
to  inform  current  and  future  planning  processes  and  to  provide  ecosystem  level  protection  to  Arizona's  lands 
(including  public,  private  and  military  lands)  by  giving  preference  for  development  to  disturbed  lands,  steering 
development  away  from  lands  with  high  environmental  values  and  protecting  the  desert's  undeveloped  cores 
The  criteria  in  essence  seek  to  steer  renewable  energy  projects  to  areas  with  comparatively  low  potential  for 
conflict  and  controversy  in  order  to  facilitate  their  timely  development. 

Our  organizations  will  be  employing  the  criteria  in  reviewing  "fast-track"  energy  projects  such  as  the  Sonoran 
Solar  project,  as  well  as  in  reviewing  proposed  solar  energy  study  areas,  and  we  encourage  your  agencies  to 
do  so  as  well  "Fast-track"  projects  are  those  that  may  be  able  to  qualify  for  stimulus  funding  through  the 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  by  breaking  ground  by  December  2010.  Because  of  the 
significant  timing  challenges  facing  projects  seeking  permits  under  such  a short  timeframe,  it  is  especially 
important  that  these  projects  be  screened  for  characteristics  conducive  to  solar  development  and  potentially 
difficult  or  controversial  issues  Use  of  the  attached  criteria,  as  well  as  other  screens,  will  allow  your  agencies  to 
realistically  assess  the  feasibility  ot  getting  projects  permitted  and  "shovel  ready"  by  December  2010.  A realistic 
assessment  of  "shovel  ready"  viability  will  allow  for  better  allocation  of  limited  agency  resources  to  those 
projects  with  the  highest  likelihood  for  success 

Boulevard  used  several  criteria  to  eliminate  areas  from  further  consideration  for  their  purposes  in  pursuing  ROWs  for 
solar  development.  The  explanation  of  how  and  why  each  screening  criterion  was  used  bv  Boulevard  has  been  expanded 
in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6.  In  Section  2 9.6  of  the  draft  EIS  the  BLM  provided  rationale  for  eliminating  alternative 
locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  This  explanation  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6. 
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54 

150-0 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter  At  the  same  time,  however,  we  believe  it  is  urgent  that  both  the  BLM  work 
together  with  stakeholders  to  develop  as  quickly  as  possible  a comprehensive  approach  to  evaluating  future 
projects  that  will  ensure  that  the  most  appropriate  sites  tor  development  are  utilized  while  more  sensitive  sites 
are  protected  and  preserved  Rather  than  proceed  on  a project  by  project  basis  in  the  future,  we  support  a more 
comprehensive  approach  to  the  siting  of  these  projects,  the  identification  of  areas  appropriate  for  development, 
and  the  prioritization  of  already  disturbed  areas  We  urge  that  you  begin  developing  this  approach  as  promptly 
as  possible  and  would  be  pleased  to  help  in  any  way  we  can 

The  SSEP  is  a site-specific  project  considered  in  a site  specific  EIS  Although  outside  the  scope  of  the  federal 
decision  to  be  made  on  this  proposal  (see  Section  1 4.2  of  the  draft  EIS).  we  note  that  the  BLM  is  currently 
participating  in  the  development  of  the  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Solar  Energy 
Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States,  which  can  be  accessed  at  http://solareis  anl  gov/ 

80 

150-0 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  BLM  has  a responsibility  to  ensure  that  this  proposed  project  is  truly  in 
the  public's  interest  and  that  the  trade-offs — industrial  development  in  the  desert  near  a wilderness  area  and 
national  monument  versus  promoting  renewable  energy — are  worth  it  The  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  project  will  be 
the  first  solar  project  to  begin  the  permitting  process  on  BLM  land  in  Arizona  and  has  the  opportunity  to  be  a 
leader  and  a model  for  subsequent  applicants  in  the  process  By  being  sited  on  public  lands,  the  Sonoran  Solar 
Energy  project  will  benefit  from  a public  resource  and  should  reflect  a strong  commitment  to  natural  resource 
stewardship  and  the  environment 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

13 

161-G 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

The  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  Project  Area  is  available  for  multiple  uses.  (1.3.1  Purpose  of  the  Action)  However, 
the  project  covers  such  a vast  area  from  which  all  other  uses  (hiking,  biking,  horseback  riding,  camping, 
hunting,  OHVs.  grazing,  etc  ) would  be  eliminated  that  it  really  should  count  as  a single  use 

The  draft  EIS  correctly  states  that  the  Project  Area  is  available  for  multiple  uses.  The  SSEP  under  the  action 
alternatives  would  constitute  one  of  these  multiple  uses  However,  the  commenter  is  correct  that  if  the  BLM 
approves  the  right-of-way  application  then  the  SSEP  would  constitute  a single  use  of  the  Project  Area  for  the  life 
of  the  project. 

17 

161-G 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

The  National  Energy  Policy  of  2001  and  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005  (Public  Law  [P  L ] 109-58,  August  8, 
2005)  encourage  the  development  of  renewable  energy  resources,  which  includes  solar  energy  Section  21 1 of 
the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005  encourages  the  approval  of  at  least  10,000  MW  of  non-hydropower  renewable 
energy  projects  on  public  lands  nationwide  within  the  next  10  years  This  one  plant  would  cover  nearly  4%  of 
that  amount  Given  the  amount  of  disturbed  public  land  nationwide,  BLM  and  other  agencies  need  to  make  an 
inventory  of  such  lands  and  see  how  many  MWs  can  be  accommodated  on  them  before  natural  habitat  needs 
to  be  used  for  renewable  power 

The  SSEP  is  a site-specific  project  considered  in  a site-specific  EIS  It  is  outside  the  scope  of  BLM's  decision  to 
inventory  disturbed  public  lands  and  to  determine  these  lands'  solar  energy  generation  capacity  with  respect  to 
the  right-of-way  application  Although  outside  the  scope  of  the  federal  decision  to  be  made  on  this  proposal  (see 
Section  1 4 2 of  the  draft  EIS).  we  note  that  the  BLM  is  currently  participating  in  the  development  of  the 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Solar  Energy  Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States, 
which  can  be  accessed  at  http://solareis.anl.gov/. 

2 

162-1 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

The  current  DEIS  violates  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  NEPA  requires  an 
agency  to  rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives  Reasonable  alternatives  are 
those  alternatives  that  can  be  carried  out  feasibly  based  upon  environmental,  technical,  economic  and  other 
criteria. 

Chapter  2 of  the  draft  EIS  describes  and  explains  how  the  BLM  rigorously  explored  and  objectively  evaluated  all 
reasonable  alternatives  with  the  information  available  at  the  time  of  publication  Since  publication  of  the  draft 
EIS.  new  information  has  become  available  that  indicates  that  it  is  feasible  to  use  photovoltaic  technology  to 
meet  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  project.  For  this  reason  a photovoltaic  (PV)  alternative  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  final  EIS  Please  see  Sections  2.1  and  2.1 1 .3  for  an  explanation  of  the  new  information  indicating  that 
PV  is  feasible  See  Section  2 7 tor  a description  of  this  alternative 

7 

162-1 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

Additionally,  when  a proposed  project  is  part  of  a larger  program,  in  this  case  creating  alternative  energy 
sources  for  American  energy  independence,  the  range  of  alternatives  the  agency  is  required  to  look  at  should 
be  broadened 

Although  the  SSEP  would  certainly  contribute  to  the  larger  goal  of  creating  alternative  energy  sources  for 
American  energy  independence,  the  range  of  alternatives  is  appropriate  given  that  it  is  a site-specific  project 
covered  in  a site-specific  EIS.  Although  outside  the  scope  of  the  federal  decision  to  be  made  on  this  proposal 
(see  Section  1 4 2 of  the  draft  EIS),  we  note  that  the  BLM  is  currently  participating  in  the  development  of  the 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Solar  Energy  Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States, 
which  can  be  accessed  at  http://solareis.anl.gov/. 

16 

162-1 

PRO-1 

General  Comment 

Again,  the  thing  tying  the  project  proponent  to  this  specific  location  is  the  proponent  s desire  for  cheap  access  to 
existing  transmission  through  an  existing  substation,  cheap  access  to  an  existing  gas  pipeline,  and  the 
expectation  of  a land  and  water  subsidy  from  the  Federal  government  The  government  should  not  be  in  the 
business  of  facilitating  a private  company's  ability  to  make  money  at  the  expense  of  a truly  unique  resource  and 
national  treasure  like  SDNM— this  violates  the  spirit  and  purpose  of  NEPA 

Chapters  1 and  2 of  the  draft  EIS  discuss  the  reasons  why  the  Project  Area  was  selected  by  the  proponent  and 
why  alternative  locations  were  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  bv  the  BLM  The  rationale  for  eliminating 
alternative  locations  on  BLM  and  private  lands  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  2.11.6. 

2 

13-1 

PRO-3 

Agency 

Coordination/Consultation 

The  proponent  has  not  even  met  with  the  Mayor  or  the  hydrologist  from  the  City  of  Buckeye  prior  to  the  public 
meeting. 

Project  meetings  are  documented  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  5 1 List  of  Meetings,  Meeting  Topics,  and  Meeting 
Attendees  As  a cooperating  agency  for  preparation  of  the  EIS  (see  draft  EIS  Section  5 3 3 Cooperating  Agency 
Involvement)  the  Town  of  Buckeye  has  been  invited  to  participate  in  project  meetings  The  project  proponent 
has  opted  to  meet  with  groups  and  officials  outside  of  the  NEPA  process  as  well  These  meetings  are  at  the 
discretion  of  the  project  proponent  and  are  not  reflective  of  the  BLM's  decision  making  process  with  respect  to 
the  SSEP 

2 

144-G 

PRO-3 

Agency 

Coordination/Consultation 

Please  include  attachment  (B)  (agency  scoping  meeting  comment  letter  Irom  MAOG  dated  September  1 2009] 
in  the  Appendix  A-  Consultation  Letters 

Appendix  B (A  in  the  draft  EIS)  consists  of  consultation  letters  with  federal  agencies  requiring  formal 
consultation  under  Section  7 of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA), 
and  Section  106  ol  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  Letters  submitted  during  the  scoping  period 
are  included  in  the  scoping  report  located  in  the  administrative  record. 
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1 

13d 

PRO-4 

Public  involvement 

1 felt  the  public  meeting  was  smoke  and  mirrors  intended  to  pacify  the  masses  1 am  very  familiar  with  public 
meetings.  This  was  one  was  appalling. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

4 

150-0 

PRO-4 

Public  involvement 

In  addition.  BLM  should  be  commended  for  the  format  of  their  public  meetings  for  SSEP  These  meetings 
included  a presentation  on  SSEP  from  BLM  and  the  project  applicant,  Boulevard  Associates  LLC,  a subsidiary 
of  NextEra  Energy  (NextEra).  The  meetings  also  allowed  participants  to  submit  written  questions  that  were 
answered  dunng  a group  question  and  answer  session  One  improvement  would  be  to  allow  the  public  the 
opportunity  for  oral  comments. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

46 

150-0 

PRO-4 

Public  involvement 

The  hybrid  open  house/presentation  and  question  and  answer  session  format  BLM  has  used  for  public 
meetings  on  the  DEIS  provides  many  benefits  These  include  the  opportunity  for  the  public  to  explore  poster 
boards  with  project  information  at  their  own  pace,  ask  questions  of  BLM  staff  and  other  experts,  see  a 
comprehensive  presentation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  information  in  the  DEIS,  and  ask  questions  to  be 
answered  by  BLM  staff  and  other  experts  in  front  of  all  attendees.  This  last  part  is  critical,  as  the  public  needs  to 
hear  questions  and  answers  from  other  stakeholders  to  fully  participate  in  the  process  and  understand  others' 
recommendations  and  concerns.  This  format  is  far  more  effective  for  public  engagement  than  the  open-house- 
only  format  BLM  is  currently  using  for  many  other  public  meetings  across  the  West.  One  improvement  would  be 
to  allow  the  public  the  opportunity  for  oral  comments. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 

141-G 

PRO-5 

General  Permitting 

The  Department  is  currently  in  the  process  of  reviewing  a General  Industrial  Use  (GID)  permit  application  and 
four,  associated  well  permit  applications  submitted  by  the  applicant,  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  LLC.  for  the 
proposed  project.  A GIU  (A  R S § 45~515)  is  a permitted  groundwater  withdrawal  option  that  applicants  located 
within  AMAs  can  apply  for  when  alternative  grandfathered  groundwater  rights,  nearby  municipal  water  and 
renewable  water  sources,  such  as  effluent  or  CAP,  are  unavailable:  One  requirement  of  a GIU  applicant  is  to 
show  that  there  is  an  "assured  water  supply"  for  the  intended  use  at  the  intended  point  of  withdraw  (A  R S § 
45-515  (A)  (6)).  It  is  important  to  note,  that  this  requirement  is  different  from  the  requirement  of  a subdivision  to 
demonstrate  an  Assured  or  Adequate  Water  Supply. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

2 

141-G 

PRO-5 

General  Permitting 

The  applicant.  Sonoran  Solar  Energy,  LLC.  has  applied  to  the  Department  for  a GUI  with  a total  annual  demand 
of  2,581  AF  This  water  would  be  used  annually  by  the  proposed  375-megawatt  (MW)  concentrated  solar 
thermal  (CST)  power  plant  for  30  years  Although  the  Department  does  not  require  that  dry  cooling  technology 
be  used  by  new  power  plants,  power  plants  built  within  the  AMAs  after  1984  and  that  use  groundwater  for  wet 
cooling  are  required  to  meet  15  cycles  of  concentration  before  blowing  down  their  recycled  cooling  tower  water 
In  addition  to  this  conservation  requirement,  all  industrial  users  withdrawing  groundwater  in  the  AMAs  must 
meet  basic  conservation  requirements  such  as  avoiding  waste  as  well  as  avoiding  single  pass  cooling  unless 
water  is  reused. 

Section  2.5.4  1 of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  water  treatment  and  use  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources. 

1 

149-G 

PRO-5 

General  Permitting 

We  no  longer  consider  it  necessary  for  a CST  power  plant  to  obtain  permit  coverage  for  stormwater  discharges 
under  the  Arizona  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System's  Multi-Sector  General  Permit  (MSGP)  In  examining 
past  guidance  from  the  U S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  industrial  activities 
associated  with  a CST  power  plant  are  intended  to  be  covered  under  the  MSGP 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  References  to  the  need  for  an  Arizona  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
Multi-Sector  General  Permit  have  been  removed  from  Sections  1 6 4 and  3 18  1.2.3  in  the  final  EIS 

2 

149-G 

PRO-5 

General  Permitting 

The  Draft  EIS  mentions  the  need  for  a De  Minimus  General  Permit  (DMGP)  Discharge  Authorization  before 
discharging  groundwater  produced  during  drilling  or  well  development  Other  eligible  activities  under  the  DMGP 
nclude  discharges  associated  with  potable  and  reclaimed  water  systems  and  hydrostatic  testing  of  specified 
types  of  pipelines.  ADEQ  issued  a new  DMGP  on  April  27.  2010  Further  information  on  the  DMGP  can  be 
found  at  http7/www  azdeq.gov/environ/water/permits/gen  htmUfdemi  or  by  contacting  Lavima  Wnght,  ADEQ 
Project  Manager  for  the  De  Minimus  General  Permit,  at  602  771  4585  or  by  e-mail  at  wright. Iavima@azdeq  gov 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  BLM  has  informed  Boulevard  of  this  update 

3 

149-G 

PRO-5 

General  Permitting 

This  facility  will  most  likely  require  an  Individual  Aquifer  Protection  Permit  due  to  the  discharging  facilities  known 
to  be  associated  with  a project  of  this  size  and  nature  The  applicant  should  contact  Ms  Carrolette  Winstead  in 
the  APP&  Drywell  Unit  at  602  771  4616  or  via  e-mail  at  cw6@azdeq  gov  for  more  information 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  16  4 and  Table  1 5 of  the  draft  EIS  provide  a listing  of  the  permits 
required  or  potentially  required  for  this  project,  including  an  individual  aquifer  protection  permit 

4 

149-G 

PRO-5 

General  Permitting 

A new  drinking  water  distribution  system  will  require  plan  review  by  the  Maricopa  County  Environmental 
Services  Department  (MCESD),  and  possibly  approval  under  ADEQ's  capacity  assurance  development 
program  Please  contact  MCESD  at  602  506  6666  or  by  email  at  sdwquestions@mail.maricopa  gov  for  more 
information  Please  contact  Kathy  Stevens  in  ADEQ's  Capacity  Development  Program  at  602  771  4653  or  by  e- 
mail  atkds@azdeq.gov 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  1 6 4 and  Table  1 5 of  the  draft  EIS  provide  a listing  of  the  permits 
required  or  potentially  required  for  this  project.  The  draft  EIS  did  not  indicate  that  review  of  a new  drinking  water 
distribution  system  plan  would  require  review  and  approval  by  the  Maricopa  County  Environmental  Services 
Department  and  the  Anzona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality's  capacity  assurance  development  program, 
respectively  The  final  EIS  has  been  updated  in  Section  1 6 4 and  Table  1 5 to  include  reference  to  this 

1 

138-G 

PRO-6 

Preferred  Alternative 
Selection 

Why  did  BLM  select  wet  cooling  over  Alternative  A (dry  cooling)  as  the  preferred  alternative7  Has  NextEra  said 
dry  cooling  is  infeasible  or  doesn't  provide  enough  payback7 

At  publication  of  the  draft  EIS.  the  BLM  had  not  selected  a preferred  alternative  The  maximum  footprint,  wet- 
cooled  alternative  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  is  the  Proposed  Action  BLM  has  identified  Sub-alternative  Al.  as 
the  preferred  alternative  in  the  final  EIS  Please  see  Sections  2.1  and  2.7  in  the  final  EIS  for  additional  details 
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196 

143-B 

REC 

212 

pg  4-86  Section  4 1 1 .3  5lh  P 

See  also  above  There  are  not  eight  noise-sensitive  receptors  identified  in  Section  4.9,  there  are.  in  fact,  only 
three  (LT-1 . LT-2.  and  ST-2).  ST-1  is  institutional  (a  prison)  and  the  remaining  four  locations  are  all 
wilderness/recreational  areas.  No  information  was  found  during  the  initial  evaluation  that  would  indicate  that  any 
pertinent  governmental  agency  - whether  city,  county,  or  federal  - has  designated  any  of  the  analyzed 
recreational  areas  as  being  a "noise-sensitive"  receptor.  Yet,  this  section  presumes  that  since  they  are  remote 
and  inherently  quiet  that  they  are,  therefore,  "noise-sensitive."  Just  because  they  are  inherently  quiet  and  just 
because  some  users  might  go  to  them  seeking  solitude  does  not  justify  defining  them  as  "noise-sensitive"  in  the 
context  of  a technical  impact  assessment  The  author  then  goes  to  great  lengths  to  show  "nearness"  of  these 
areas  to  the  SSEP  Project,  but  several  of  these  areas  are  noted  as  being  3,  6,  even  10  miles  away  Irom  the 
Project  area  or  another  receptor.  For  sound  propagation,  these  distances  are  simply  not  "near"  and  under 
normal  circumstances  in  an  environmental  impact  assessment  would  seldom,  if  ever,  be  under  consideration  for 
noise  impacts  due  to  their  large  distances  from  the  studied  sources  A 10  miles  calculated  distance  to  the  Sierra 
Estrella  Wilderness  is  accurate  - but,  properly  put  into  context,  from  the  nearest  edge  of  the  Project  site  to  the 
nearest  edge  of  the  wilderness  area.  However,  the  nearest  power  block  (which  would  be  the  dominant  noise 
source  relative  to  this  wilderness  area)  is  approximately  12  miles  to  the  nearest  edge  of  the  wilderness  and  on 
the  order  of  16’/2  miles  to  the  center  of  the  wilderness.  Talking  about  noise  and  wilderness  area  "diminished" 
use  and  "intrusion"  (from  the  previous  paragraph)  at  these  extreme  propagation  distances  is  a stretch 

The  term  noise-sensitive  receptor  has  been  changed  to  noise  receptors  jn_Section  4.11.3  of  the  final  EIS  and 
elsewhere  as  appropriate  The  BLM  uses  the  term  "near"  in  reference  to  the  noise  receptors  being  near  or 
within  the  recreation  areas,  not  the  proximity  of  the  recreation  areas  to  the  Project  Area.  In  addition,  BLM 
qualifies  the  statement  by  noting  "However,  as  visitors  venture  deeper  into  adjacent  recreation  areas  and  further 
from  the  Project  Area,  this  intrusion  would  lessen  and  eventually  cease." 

Intrusive  noise  is  defined  in  Chapter  3 of  the  draft  EIS  as  "Noise  that  intrudes  over  and  above  the  existing 
ambient  noise  at  a given  location  ."  According  to  Table  4.58  Ambient,  Construction,  and  Operational  Noise 
Levels  at  Select  Noise  Receptors,  construction  noise  levels  would  increase  over  the  ambient  noise  levels  uo  to 
12  0 dBA  at  the  ST-3  receptor  and  up  to  4.0  dBA  at  the  LT-3  receptor  Based  on  the  assumption  stated  in 
Section  4.14  Special  Designations  Analysis  Areas  and  Analysis  Assumptions  that  "Impacts  from  noise  are 
evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  they  would  increase  the  ambient  noise  environment^  and  thus  affect  a visitor's 
recreation  experience)"  and  based  on  the  noted  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude 
that  there  would  be  noise  intrusions  that  would  diminish  the  natural  auiet  for  some  visitors 

197 

143-B 

REC 

212 

pg  4-86.7  Section  4.11.3  6lh  P 

This  paragraph  makes  several  generalizations  with  little  explanation  or  clarification  The  wording  makes  it  sound 
as  if  a 5 to  12  dB  increase  would  be  across  the  board,  at  all  receptors,  and  under  all  conditions  (not  true).  The 
text  does  not  differentiate  between  short-term  construction  noise  levels  and  plant  lifetime,  on-going  noise  levels, 
a serious  failing. 

The  text  has  been  changed  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.11.3  to  differentiate  between  short-term  construction 
noise  levels  and  operational  noise  levels.  In  addition,  text  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  the  changes 
in  sound  levels  at  each  individual  receptor. 

15 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  ES-10  Section  ES  6.10 

The  first  statement  seems  to  have  an  implied  premise  that  the  SSEP  Project  Area  is  now  a designated 
recreational  area  that  will  be  altered  by,  among  several  things,  noise.  The  project  area  is  current  designated  for 
multiple  uses,  one  of  which  is  recreation.  To  say,  then,  that  such  recreational  use  will  be  impacted  could  be 
misleading. 

The  statement  differentiates  between  the  Project  Area  and  a designated  recreational  area  by  stating  that  "the 
action  alternatives  would  alter  the  recreational  setting  and  opportunities  of  the  Project  Area ..."  The  statement  is 
included  in  the  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Section  (4  11)  of  the  draft  EIS  so  it  is  reasonable  to 
conclude  that  the  writer  is  referrina  to  recreational  use  and  not  other  uses.  The  word  "adiacent"  has  been  added 
to  the  second  sentence  of  Section  ES  6.10  of  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  that  the  designated  recreational  areas  are 
adjacent  to  and  not  within  the  Project  Area 

59 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-59  Section  3.1 1.3 

Third  paragraph,  first  sentence  Insert  "the"  in  front  of  BLM. 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

60 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-60  Section  3.11.3 

Second  paragraph  on  page,  second  sentence  Replace  "lying"  with  "located" 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS. 

61 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-60  Section  3.11.4 

Bottom  paragraph,  first  sentence  Here  we  reference  "Margie's  Peak"  On  page  4-85,  "Margie's  Cove"  is 
referenced.  Which  is  it? 

Margie's  Cove  and  Margie's  Peak  are  both  correct  depending  on  the  specific  location  being  referenced  In  this 
particular  case  the  correct  name  is  Maraie’s  Peak.  Sections  3.1 1 and  4 11  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised 
accordingly 

180 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-85  Section  4.11.1 

First  paragraph,  third  sentence.  Rewrite  to  read  "Impacts  to  the  areas 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

181 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-85  Section  4.11.1 

Fifth  paragraph,  first  sentence  Here  we  reference  "Margie's  Cove".  On  page  3-60,  "Margie's  Peak"  is 
referenced.  Which  is  it? 

Margie's  Cove  and  Margie's  Peak  are  both  correct  depending  on  the  specific  location  being  referenced  In  this 
particular  case  the  correct  name  is  Margie's  Peak  Section  4 11  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  accordingly 
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182 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-85  Section  4.11.1  , 3rd  P 

The  stated  criteria  used  for  impacts  to  the  recreation  experience  are  unquantifiable,  subjective,  highly  location 
dependent,  and  overly  restrictive.  Consider  revision. 

To  assess  impacts  for  a reasonably  foreseeable  action  in  the  absence  of  quantifiable  information,  qualitative 
methods  may  be  used  as  long  as  the  assumptions  on  which  the  analysis  is  based  are  stated.  To  clarify  the 
assumptions  used  for  the  recreation  and  wilderness  characteristics  analysis,  Section  4 111  has  been  revised  in 
the  final  EIS  to  state  that  "Given  the  wide  variation  in  individual  thresholds  of  annoyance,  habituation  to  noise, 
and  situational  reactions  to  noisy  environments,  there  is  no  common  standard  for  assessing  the  subjective 
effects  of  noise,  or  to  measure  the  corresponding  reactions  of  annoyance  and  dissatisfaction  One  wav  of 
assessina  a person's  subjective  reaction  to  a new  noise  is  to  comoare  it  to  the  existinq  or  ambient  environment 
familiar  to  that  person  An  increase  of  1 -2  dBA  in  sound  levels  is  a nonperceptible  chanqe  to  the  human  ear  a. 
An  increase  of  3;dBA  may  or  may  not  be  distinguishable  in  an  outdoor  environment  A 5;dBA  increase  or 
greater  is  a perceptible  change  and  is  clearly  discernible  in  an  outdoor  environment  (ASHRAI  1989).  This 
analysis  assumes  that  a certain  portion  of  visitors  to  recreational  and  wilderness  areas  are  seeking 
opportunities  for  auiet  and  that  anv  noise  level  increase  of  5 dBA  or  areater  would  DerceDtiblv  diminish  one's 
experience  of  auietness " 

183 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-85  Section  4.1 1.1  , 5th  P 

Typo  rather  than  "For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS  analysis,  it  is  not  know  if  this  area  it  should  be  "it  is  not 

known  if  this  area  ." 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

184 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-85  Section  4. 1 1 1 , 6lh  P 

This  paragraph  seems  to  say  that  any  noise  from  SSEP  construction  or  operations  would,  by  definition,  result  in 
a degraded  experience  in  any  (and  all)  of  the  nearby  recreational  areas  As  with  the  comment  immediately 
above,  detectability/audibility  of  noise  at  any  given  point  in  a recreational  area  is  subjective,  highly  location 
dependent,  individual-specific,  and  may  or  may  not  be  measureable  with  sound  instruments  If  one  can  just 
barely  hear  the  distant  drone  from  the  SSEP  operations,  but  the  nearby  sounds  from  cicadas  is  much  louder 
than  the  plant,  is  the  recreational  experience  degraded  due  to  the  just-detectible  plant'’  Further,  even  ignoring 
all  these  issues,  does  a degraded  experience  automatically  equal  a significant  impact? 

The  paragraph  notes  that  impacts  will  be  variable  by  stating  "...in  varying  degrees,  depending  on  recreation 
activity,  distance,  topography,  and  preferences  of  individual  visitors."  The  paragraph  has  been  revised  in  the 
final  EIS  to  differentiate  noise  impacts  from  visual  impacts.  In  addition,  a statement  has  been  added  to  the  final 
EIS  to  note  the  changes  in  noise  levels  during  construction  at  the  pertinent  recreation  receptors  to  clarify  where 
one  could  expect  to  experience  noise  impacts 

185 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-85  Section  4.11.1 

Sixth  paragraph,  second  sentence  Replace  "would"  with  "could  potentially" 

The  NEPA  process  is  intended  to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that  are  based  on  the  understanding  of 
environmental  consequences,  and  take  actions  that  protect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment  (40  CFR 
1500.1(c)  ).  The  term  "could  potentially"  is  typically  avoided  in  NEPA  documents  because  it  is  generally  too 
vague  to  help  in  decision-making.  If  the  analysis  has  used  reasonable  assumptions  to  discuss  impacts,  then  the 
term  "would"  is  used  Case  law  has  shown  that  the  BLM  need  not  speculate  about  all  conceivable  impacts,  but  it 
must  evaluate  the  reasonably  foreseeable  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.  In  this  context, 
reasonably  foreseeable  means  that  The  impact  is  sufficiently  likely  to  occur  that  a person  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  take  it  into  account  in  reaching  a decision  " 

The  final  EIS  states  in  Section  4 111  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  that  The  greater  the  degree  of 
contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  would  be  on  the  landscape,  and  the  greater  the  effect  to  the  recreational 
activities,  settings,  and  experiences."  Using  this  assumption,  along  with  the  information  presented  in  the  Visual 
section  that  states  that  there  would  be  strong  contrasts  from  KOPs  within  the  recreation  areas,  the  use  of  the 
term  "would"  is  appropriate 

186 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4 1 1 .3 

Third  paragraph  last  sentence-  Remove  the  last  sentence  or  reword  it.  The  new  road  from  SR  85  to  the  SSEP 
will  NOT  provide  additional  access  to  public  lands 

The  BLM  declines  to  make  the  chanae.  The  new  road  from  SR  85  to  the  SSEP  would  be  ODen  (with  speed 

bumps)  and  would  provide  additional  access  to  public  lands 

187 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4 11.3 

In  the  access  section  it  says  the  project  would  restrict  access  to  the  area.  This  section  says,  the  new  access 
road  would  provide  additional  access  to  public  lands 

There  would  be  a loss  of  access  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Project  Area  because  of  fencing  and  conversion  to 
solar  fields.  However,  the  new  road  from  SR  85  to  the  SSEP  would  be  ODen  (with  SDeed  bumos)  and  would 
Drovide  additional  access  to  public  lands 

188 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4.11.3 

Referring  to  paragraph  that  begins  . "Noise  of  construction  and  operation  ",  Only  two  locations  during 
construction  would  produce  noise  levels  louder  than  the  ambient  conditions.  Even  though  these  locations  would 
have  increased  noise  levels,  their  level  would  still  be  considered  as  "quiet"  on  a noise  comparison  table  Would 
the  minimal  addition  to  the  ambient  levels  be  an  adverse  impact  if  the  result  is  still  a quiet  environment? 

This  section  has  been  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  that  predicted  noise  levels  at  all  receptors  would  not 
increase  above  ambient  levels  during  operations.  During  construction  noise  fevels  would  exceed  ambient 
conditions  bv  aDDroximatelv  12.0  dBA  at  ReceDtor  ST-3  and  bv  4.0  dBA  at  LT-3.  The,  the  followinq  assumptions 
were  added  to  Section  4 1 1 Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  "An  increase  of  1-2  dBA  in  sound 
levels  is  a nonperceptible  chanae  to  the  human  ear  An  increase  of  3-4  dBA  may  or  may  not  be  distinguishable 
in  an  outdoor  environment  A 5;dBA  increase  or  greater  is  a perceptible  change  and  is  clearly  discernible  in  an 
outdoor  environment  (ASHRAE  1989  In  addition  a statement  notina  that  40  dBA  aives  the  subjective 
impression  of  auiet  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.11.3. 
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189 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4.11.3 

Agreed  that  the  solar  facility  would  be  visible,  but  other  industrial  facilities  (substation,  mining  operation,  landfill, 
transmission  lines,  prison)  are  also  visible  To  what  degree  would  the  addition  of  fhe  solar  facility  to  an  area  that 
is  already  populated  with  industrial  facilities  be  an  adverse  impact? 

The  presence  of  other  industrial  facilities  within  ihe  viewshed  of  the  Project  Area  is  disclosed  in  Section  3.17.3 
of  the  draft  EIS.  This  section  states  "Cultural  Modifications  contribute  to  the  overall  visual  character  of  the 
Project  Area  and  analysis  area  Conditions  range  from  natural  to  completely  modified  and  include  pipelines, 
transmission  lines,  transportation  routes,  and  other  structural  features  that  modify  the  natural  setting."  The 
assumptions  in  Section  4.11.1  of  the  draft  EIS  state  that  "The  areater  the  dearee  of  contrast,  the  more  visible 
the  SSEP  would  be  on  the  landscape,  and  therefore  the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities, 
settinas,  and  experiences " Based  on  this  assumption  and  the  information  presented  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section 
4 17  Visual  Resources,  that  note  that  the  SSEP  would  create  strong  contrasts  from  some  KOPs,  the  use  of  the 
term  "adverse  impact"  is  appropriate  Additionally,  information  about  the  cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources 
in  and  around  the  Project  Area  are  disclosed  in  Section  4.20  Cumulative  Impacts,  including  the  proportion  of 
surface  disturbance  expected  from  the  SSEP  in  relation  to  existing  disturbance 

190 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4.11.3 

Second  paragraph,  last  sentence  The  landscape  is  referred  to  as  "changing  to  industrial " Significant  industrial 
infrastructure  already  exists  in  the  area  This  statement  leads  the  reader  to  believe  that  the  existing  character  of 
the  land  is  native  desert 

In  the  final  EIS  the  term  "in  the  Project  Area"  has  been  added  to  the  sentence  between  "setting"  and  "would 
see"  to  clarify  that  the  discussion  of  impacts  in  this  paragraph  applies  1o  the  Project  Area  only  and  not  the 
surrounding  landscape 

191 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4.11.3 

Third  paragraph,  second  sentence  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially". 

As  noted  in  Section  4.7  Land  Use  and  Access  of  the  draft  EIS.  there  would  be  an  increase  of  1 ,000  vehicle  trips 
dunng  construction  In  addition^  the  LOS  delays  would  be  greater  than  120  seconds  in  some  locations  during 
construction,  as  shown  in  Table  4 62  2012  Peak  Hour  Levels  of  Service  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude 
that  there  would  be  delays  for  some  recreationists 

192 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4.11.3 

Third  paragraph,  last  sentence  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

The  BLM  declines  to  make  the  chanae  The  new  road  from  SR  85  to  the  SSEP  would  be  open  (with  speed 

bumps)  and  would  provide  additional  access  to  public  lands 

193 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4 1 1.3 

Fourth  paragraph,  first  sentence  Rewrite  to  say  "Noise  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  could 
potentially  affect  ..." 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  4.11.1  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis 

Assumptions  states  that  "impacts  to  the  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics  will  be  determined  by... changes  to 
the  opportunities  for  solitude  and/or  primitive  recreation  provided  by  these  areas."  During  construction  the  noise 
levels  would  increase  bv  up  to  12.0  dBA  as  shown  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  4 45  Ambient,  Construction,  and 
Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitorina  Stations  Information  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4.1 1.1  Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions  lo  provide  context  for  this  level  of  chanqe 

194 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4.11.3 

Fourth  paragraph,  third  sentence.  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4 111  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  of  the  draft 
EIS  states  that  "impacts  to  the  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics  will  be  determined  by  changes  to  the 
opportunities  for  solitude  and/or  primitive  recreation  provided  by  these  areas  " During  construction  the  noise 
levels  would  increase  uo  to  12  0 dBA  as  shown  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  4 45  Ambient,  Construction,  and 
Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitorina  Stations.  Information  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  to 
provide  context  for  this  level  of  change. 

195 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-86  Section  4 1 1 .3.  4th  P 

The  wording  implies  that  it  is  a foregone  conclusion  that  the  SSEP  noise  "would"  diminish  the  natural  quiet  of 
these  areas  with  the  implication  that  such  diminishment  would  be  throughout  the  entirety  of  all  these  areas 
Such  implications  or  inferences  are  unsubstantiated.  Secondly,  these  recreational  areas  are  lumped  in  with 
"noise-sensitive  locations",  which  is  not  a standard  classification  for  outdoor,  wilderness,  parkland,  or  open 
space  land  uses.  "Noise-sensitive  receptors"  more  typically  include  residential,  hospital,  school,  and  house  of 
worship  land  uses  wherein  communication,  speech  intelligibility,  rest,  recuperation,  and  sleep  are  of  concern 
Thirdly,  there  is  no  evidence  in  either  the  Tech  Report  or  this  DEIS  to  corroborate  statements  about  noise 
impacts  to  the  named  recreational  areas  To  the  contrary,  the  Tech  Report  shows  that  SSEP  daytime 
operations  noise  will  be  less  than  25  dBA  throughout  the  entire  NMMW.  and  more  typically,  less  than  15  dBA 
Likewise,  predictions  of  SSEP  noise  in  the  BHRA  are  between  15  and  20  dBA  Similarly,  predictions  for  SSEP 
noise  in  the  SDNM  are  generally  in  the  10  to  25  dBA  range,  with  levels  between  30  and  35  dBA  only  at  the  flat 
portions  near  the  areas  northern  entrance  With  measured  daytime  levels  predominantly  around  30  dBA  tor  the 
SDNM,  these  predicted  levels  for  plant  contributions  would  be,  at  the  very  worst,  barely  detectable,  and 
generally  totally  inaudible  Given  that  the  BHRA  is  next  to  SR-85,  it  would  be  extremely  unlikely  that  SSEP 
noise  could  possibly  be  heard  over  the  much  closer  traffic  noise  sources  on  this  busy  highway  Lastly,  the 
Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness  is  between  12  and  15  miles  to  the  east  of  the  SSEP  site  and,  as  a result,  there  would 
be  no  reasonable  expectations  of  plant  noise  propagating  that  far  and  to  the  extent  of  creating  any  kind  of 
intrusion  on  or  diminished  enjoyment  of  these  recreational  areas 

The  commentor  is  correct  in  statina  that  SSEP  operation  noise  levels  would  not  be  above  ambient  conditions 

However  construction  noise  levels  would  be  5-12  dB  above  ambient  conditions  at  recreational  noise  receptors. 

The  final  FIS  has  heen  revised  and  the  referenced  paraaraoh  now  states  "Based  on  the  information  in  Table 
4 58,  ambient  noise  levels  would  increase  bv  5-12  dBA  at  recreational  noise  receptors  during  the  39-month 

construction  period  The  increases  in  noise  levels  could  affect  the  recreational  experience  for  some  visitors  in 

the  North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness  and  trie  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Noise  levels  would  be 

no  more  than  44  dBA  As  visitors  venture  deeper  into  the  recreation  areas  and  further  from  the  Proiect  Area, 

this  intrusion  would  lessen  and  eventually  cease  The  effect  of  this  increase  in  noise  on  individual  visitors  would 

vary,  deoendina  on  their  desired  recreation  activity  and  experience  and  tolerance  to  the  intrusion.  Noise  levels 

would  not  be  above  ambient  sound  levels  durina  operations;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  effect  on  the 

the  construction  period." 
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198 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4 11.3  Table  4.45 

The  author  specifically  mentions  eight  noise-sensitive  receptors  in  this  section,  while  this  table  only  includes  six 
receptors  The  table  is  labeled  with  "at  select  noise  monitoring  stations",  but  the  exclusion  of  LT-1  and  ST-2  is 
left  unexplained  (also,  these  are  not  noise  monitoring  stations,  these  are  correctly  described  as  noise 
assessment  locations).  Further,  the  table  uses  the  single-metric,  24-hour  average  values  for  LT  receptors  (since 
the  DEIS  did  not  include  the  long-term  time  history  data)  or  the  single-sample,  15-minute  data  for  the  ST 
receptors.  Using  only  these  noise  metrics  is  probably  too  coarse  of  a view,  given  the  available  data,  upon  which 
to  be  making  such  sweeping  and  generalized  conclusions  Results  for  Locations  ST-2  and  LT-1  should  be 
included  for  completeness,  as  should  the  extent  of  the  associated  available  data  (i.e.  LT  time  history  charts), 
and  the  proper  explanation,  qualification,  and  contextualization  should  be  supplied  to  given  the  lead  agency, 
interested  parties,  and  the  general  public  the  proper,  balanced,  and  full  picture  of  the  noise  environments 
associated  with  the  SSEP  {Note  these  excluded  receptor  locations,  being  the  closest  to  the  SSEP  site,  will 
have  higher  noise  levels  than  the  tabled  receptor  locations  for  both  construction  and  operations  noise  all  the 
more  reason  to  properly  explain  and  fully  provide  appropriate  context  to  the  analysis  results) 

In  the  draft  EIS  Table  4 45  Ambient.  Construction,  and  Ooerational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitorina 
Stations  was  included  with  the  intention  of  showing  the  noise  receptors  that  are  pertinent  to  impacts  to 
recreation  and  wilderness  characteristics,  of  which  there  are  six  This  is  noted  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 11.3 
"Eight  noise  receptor  locations  are  identified  in  Section  4 9 (Noise),  six  of  these  are  near  or  within  the  recreation 
areas  or  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics  " A footnote  has  been  added  to  Table  4 58  of  the  final  EIS  to 
clarify  that  onlv  six  noise  monitorina  stations  (receotors)  are  included  in  the  table  because  thev  are  the  onlv 
ones  that  are  relevant  to  the  recreation  and  wilderness  characteristics  analysis 

199 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4,11.3 

First  full  sentence  on  page.  Remove  word  "also"  from  within  parentheses 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

200 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4.11.3 

First  full  paragraph,  first  sentence.  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

This  sentence  has  been  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  'The  Project  Area  would  be  visible  to  recreationists  in  all  of 
the  recreation  areas  and  the  area  with  wilderness  characteristics.  exceDt  for  the  Buckeve  Hills  Reaional  Park, 
which  would  be  comDletelv  screened  from  the  SSEP  when  viewed  at  lower  elevations  " 

201 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4.11.3 

First  full  paragraph,  second  sentence.  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially". 

The  BLM  declines  to  make  the  suggested  change  The  statement  notes  that  the  impacts  would  apply  to  high- 
sensitivitv  viewers  onlv  In  addition,  in  the  draft  EIS  Section  4 111  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions 
states  that  "It  is  assumed  for  this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will 
be  on  the  landscape,  and  the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences."  Using 
this  assumption  and  the  assumotion  that  there  would  be  visitors  in  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  the 
statement  is  appropriate. 

202 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4.11.3 

First  full  paragraph,  penultimate  sentence.  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  4.11.1  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "It 
is  assumed  for  this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will  be  on  the 
landscape,  and  the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts 
would  occur  from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4.17  Visual 
Resources  of  the  draft  EIS  No  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS  because  the  impact  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  occur 

203 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4.11.3.1 

Second  sentence.  Replace  "with"  with  "under  consideration  for  having" 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

204 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4.11.3.1  Third  sentence.  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially". 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  4.11.1  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  “It 
is  assumed  for  this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  would  be  on  the 
landscape,  and  the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  expenences  " Strong  contrasts 
would  occur  from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4 17  Visual 
Resources  of  the  draft  EIS  Therefore  it  can  reasonably  be  expected  that  opportunities  for  primitive  and 
unconlined  recreation  would  be  adversely  impacted  for  some  users  The  sentence  has  been  revised  in  the  final 
EIS  to  state  "However,  opportunities  for  primitive  and  unconfmed  recreation  would  be  adversely  impacted  in 
some  locations  for  sensitive  viewers  (such  as  photographers)  by  the  sights  from  construction  and  operation  of 
the  SSEP  " 

205 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-87  Section  4 11.3.1  Fourth  sentence  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  4 111  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "It 
is  assumed  for  this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  would  be  on  the 
landscape,  and  the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts 
would  occur  from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4 17  Visual 
Resources  of  the  draft  EIS  The  sentence  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  state  that  "As  described  in  the 
Recreation  analysis  above,  the  experience  (solitude,  isolation)  and  the  undisturbed  setting  needed  to  support 
recreation  activities  like  hiking,  camping,  and  other  primitive  outdoor  activities  in  the  area  that  is  under 
consideration  for  having  wilderness  characteristics  would  be  diminished  for  sensitive  users  (such  as 
photographers)  by  the  presence  (sight)  of  the  SSEP  for  some  distance  into  the  area  " 
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General  Comment 

This  mitigation  measure  is  not  reasonable  Access  from  SR  85  will  consistent  with  ADOTs  recommended 
safety  guidelines,  and  the  access  road  would  not  be  for  public  use.  There  is  minimal  access  to  the  adjacent 
areas  from  this  access  road,  there  will  be  posted  speed  limits,  wildlife  fencing,  and  a gated  entrance.  Traffic 
control  personnel  should  not  be  required 

This  potential  mitigation  measure  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  EIS 

General  Comment 

pg  4-88  Section  4 118 

First  paragraph,  first  sentence.  Replace  "utilization"  with  "use" 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

200 

General  Comment 

pg  4-88  Section  4 118 

First  paragraph,  second  sentence  Rewrite  to  say  "Maintenance  of  access  roads  would 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

General  Comment 

pg  4-88  Section  4 119 
First  sentence  Remove  comma 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

210 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-89  Section  4 119 

Partial  sentence  at  beginning  of  page  Rewrite  to  say  " vegetation  disturbances  and  changes  of  the  land 
use  " 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS. 

211 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-89  Section  4.11  10 

First  paragraph,  first  sentence.  Language  is  awkward,  rewrite  sentence,  or  provide  more  explanation. 

In  the  final  EIS  the  first  paragraph,  first  sentence  of  Section  4 1 1 . 1 2 has  been  modified  to  provide  additional 
explanation 

305 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-204  Section  4.20.4.10.1 

First  full  sentence  on  page  Replace  both  "would"s  with  "could  potentially" 

The  BLM  declines  to  make  the  suggested  change  Currently  visitors  can  recreate  in  the  Project  Area  as  noted  in 
the  draft  EIS  Section.3  1 1 , Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Section  2.5.1  1 Facilities  Locations  and 
Components  of  the  draft  EIS  states  that  the  arrays  of  solar  troughs  would  occupy  approximately  2,300  acres  of 
the  3,700-acre  site  Therefore  it  is  a reasonable  conclusion  that  portions  of  the  Project  Area  would  not  be 
accessible  after  construction  of  the  SSEP,  thereby  impacting  opportunities  for  solitude  and  unconfined 
recreation 

306 

143-B 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-204  Section  4.20.4  10.1. 4 

The  over-reaching  conclusion  of  "noise  intrusions"  is  again  stated  as  being  a certainty  ("would  impact  ").  Also, 
by  the  use  of  the  word  "intrusions",  the  author  implies  a negative  connotation  and  assumes  that  any  noise  level 
ncrease  in  a wilderness  area  is,  by  presumption,  an  impact  See  also  comments  on  4 9 1.  4 9 3.2.  4 14.1.  and 
4 14.3. 

Intrusive  noise  is  defined  in  Chapter  3 of  the  draft  EIS  as  "Noise  that  intrudes  over  and  above  the  existing 
ambient  noise  at  a given  location."  According  to  Table  4 45  Ambient,  Construction,  and  Operational  Noise 
Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitoring  Stations  in  the  draft  EIS,  construction  noise  levels  would  increase  over  the 
ambient  noise  levels  bv  aDDroximatelv  12.0  dBA  at  the  ST-3  receotor  and  bv  4 0 dBA  at  the  LT-3  receDtor 
Based  on  the  assumption  stated  in  Section  4 14  Special  Designations  Analysis  Areas  and  Analysis 
Assumptions  of  the  draft  EIS  that  "Impacts  from  noise  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  they  would  increase 
the  ambient  noise  environment,  and  thus  affect  a visitor's  recreation  experience"  and  the  noted  increases  in 
ambient  noise  levels,  the  impact  can  be  reasonably  expected  to  occur 

7 

161-G 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  Regional  Trail  system  that  our  Department  (Maricopa  County]  manages.  One 
of  the  proposed  routes  passes  along  the  northwest  side  of  the  project  area,  roughly  along  the  existing  dirt  road 
According  to  Map  2.  part  of  the  trail's  route  would  be  severely  affected  by  an  upgraded  road,  new  short  roads 
branching  from  the  upgraded  road,  and  a generation  tie  line  While  the  exact  trail  route  has  not  been 
determined  and  we  are  flexible  to  tweaking  it,  the  size  of  the  project  would  call  for  major  changes  of  the  route  or 
might  even  make  it  infeasible 

The  SSEP  would  not  affect  the  development  of  trails  of  the  Maricopa's  Regional  Trail  System  BLM  contacted  a 
representative  from  Maricopa  County  and  was  assured  that  the  SSEP  would  not  affect  the  development  of  trails 
in  the  Maricopa  County  Regional  Trail  System.  Please  see  the  following  website  for  more  information  on  the 
proposed  Regional  Trail  system  and  a map  showing  the  location  of  future  trails 
http  //www. mancopa  gov/parks/MaricopaTrailA 

12 

161-G 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

The  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  Project  Area  is  available  for  multiple  uses.  (1  3.1  Purpose  of  the  Action)  However, 
the  project  covers  such  a vast  area  from  which  all  other  uses  (hiking,  biking,  horseback  riding,  camping, 
hunting,  OHVs.  grazing,  etc.)  would  be  eliminated  that  it  really  should  count  as  a single  use 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

23 

161-G 

REC-1 

General  Comment 

Please  be  aware  that  "Buckeye  Hills  Recreation(al)  Area"  is  now  officially  "Buckeye  Hills  Regional  Park" 

This  correction  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

7 

134-1 

REC-3 

Shooting 

Please  regulate  target  shooting  on  BLM  (South  of  Riggs  187th)  Automatic  Weapons,  Canons,  Machine  guns  etc 
Dangerous  for  recreational  use  and  passer  Byers 

Regulating  target  shooting  on  BLM-managed  land  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  decisions  to  be  made  following 
completion  of  this  EIS.  In  this  EIS  the  BLM  is  considering  whether  or  not  to  grant  a right-of-way  for  a solar 
oower-aeneratina  facilitv  and.  if  aranted.  under  what  conditions,  as  noted  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  1 4 2 
Decisions  to  be  Made  Through  This  EIS  Please  contact  the  BLM  Lower  Sonoran  Field  Office  regarding  your 
concerns. 
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1 

161-G 

REC-5 

Protection  of  recreational 
open  space 

We  are  concerned  about  the  loss  of  natural,  publicly-owned  open  space  at  a time  when  increasing  populations, 
demand  for  recreation,  and  habitat  concerns  make  it  increasingly  important  to  protect  such  areas 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  to  various  land  uses  under  each  of  the  alternatives  are  disclosed  in 
Section  4 7 Land  Use  and  Access  of  the  draft  EIS  Section  1 .3  of  the  draft  EIS  descnbes  the  BLM's  purpose 
and  need  for  the  action,  and  Section  1 4.2describes  the  decisions  to  be  made 

10 

161-G 

REC-5 

Protection  of  recreational 
open  space 

Natural  open  space,  especially  on  public  land,  is  a non-renewable  resource  that  needs  to  be  conserved, 
especially  with  population  growth  and  the  loss  of  open  space  on  private  and  State  Trust  land  The  anticipated 
loss  of  natural  vegetation,  as  described  in  4 20  4 14  i , due  to  development  on  private  and  state  land  makes  it 
more  important  to  prevent  large-scale  loss  on  public  lands  What  may  be  forgotten  flatlands  today  may  become 
valuable  recreational  open  space  in  the  future 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  to  various  land  uses  under  each  of  the  alternatives  are  disclosed  in 
Section  4 7 Land  Use  and  Access  of  the  draft  EIS.  Section  1 .3  of  the  draft  EIS  describes  the  BLM's  purpose 
and  need  for  the  action,  and  Section  1 4.2_describes  the  decisions  to  be  made 

3 

135-G 

RLM-1 

General  Comment 

The  DEIS  should  clearly  define  who  would  be  responsible  for  the  reclamation  of  the  site  and  what  would 
happen  if  bankruptcy  were  declared  We  recommend  establishing  a bond  or  escrow  account  for  the  project 

Section  2.5  5J?  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  site  reclamation  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
entity  holding  the  right-of-way  grant  (whether  the  proponent  or  another  entity)  at  the  time  of  closure  and 
decommissioning  of  the  project,  and  that  the  BLM  would  also  require  a bond 

11 

139-G 

RLM-1 

General  Comment 

A post-closure  bond  or  account,  along  with  a specific  post-closure  plan/document,  should  be  required  to 
address  any  possible  contaminated  soil  or  hazardous  waste  remediation  issues  Delineating  the  actions  that  will 
occur  after  the  closure  of  the  facility  will  ensure  that  the  area  is  returned  to  a natural  state  and  does  not 
financially  obligate  future  stakeholders  with  remedial  activities  The  post-closure  plan  and  financial  obligation 
could  be  modeled  after  landfill  post-closure  requirements 

Section  2.5.5  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  both  a performance  and  reclamation  bond  and  a 
Decommissioning  and  Site  Reclamation  Plan  (DSRP)  would  be  required  if  the  BLM  selects  an  action  alternative 
for  a right-of-way  grant  The  section  explains  that  the  DSRP  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  project  s Plan  of 
Development  (POD)  which  must  be  completed  and  approved  prior  to  construction 

84 

150-0 

RLM-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  To  ensure  adequate  funds  are  available  for  complete  restoration  of  the 
project  site  after  the  project  is  retired  or  if  for  some  reason  it  is  abandoned  by  the  developer  before  it  is 
completed,  the  BLM  should  to  develop  a robust  set  of  guidelines  for  establishing  appropriate  bonding  figures 
The  BLM  should  do  a thorough  analysis  of  the  anticipated  costs  of  decommission  ng  and  restoring  the  project 
site  The  BLM  should  also  require  bonds  be  purchased  prior  to  development. 

Section  2.5.5  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  both  a performance  and  reclamation  bond  and  a 
Decommissioning  and  Site  Reclamation  Plan  (DSRP)  would  be  required  if  the  BLM  selects  an  action  alternative 
for  a right-of-way  grant  The  section  explains  that  the  DSRP  would  be  used  as  the  basis  for  determining  the  full 
bond  amount 

14 

161-G 

RLM-1 

General  Comment 

Section  2.5.5  Termination  and  Reclamation  A lifespan  of  30  years  for  the  project  is  stated,  and  another  facility 
would  not  be  built.  Is  there  enough  sustainable  water  for  permanent  facilities?  Section  2 6 Alternative  A 
Reduced  Water  Use  also  states  a 30-year  life  span  (Section  2.6.5  Termination  and  Reclamation)  so  water  use 
does  not  seem  to  be  the  reason  for  this  time  limit  Or  is  the  use  of  groundwater  non-sustainable  so  that  the  plant 
would  have  to  be  terminated  in  30  years? 

Section  2.5.5  of  the  draft  EIS  explains  that  specific  post-closure  land  uses  have  not  been  identified  because  it  is 
not  possible  to  predict  the  conditions  and  management  objectives  that  would  exist  at  the  time  of  closure  This 
section  has  been  clarified  in  the  final  EIS  to  explain  that  a 30-year  right-of-way  authorization  is  proposed  under 
all  action  alternatives  due  to  the  substantial  investments  required  for  a typical  solar  energy  project  and  the 
projected  life  of  these  facilities.  In  this  case,  resource  constraints  do  not  contribute  to  the  right-of-way 
timeframe  Section  2.5.5  of  the  final  EIS  also  clarifies  that  the  ROW  authorization  would  include  a specific 
provision  allowing  for  renewal,  consistent  with  43  CFR  2807.22.  However,  the  BLM  cannot  predict  conditions  30 
years  in  the  future  so  the  analysis  assumes  that  30  years  would  be  the  extent  of  the  useful  life  of  the  project 

15 

161-G 

RLM-1 

General  Comment 

We  wonder  about  the  wisdom  of  losing  such  a large  area  of  natural  habitat  for  what  amounts  to  a temporary  use 
of  the  land.  The  Draft  EIS  clearly  implies  that  there  will  be  no  successor 

Section  2.5.5  of  the  draft  EIS  describes  the  termination  and  reclamation  of  the  SSEP  following  its  useful  life  As 
explained  in  this  section,  specific  post-closure  land  uses  have  not  been  identified  because  it  is  not  possible  to 
predict  the  conditions  and  management  objectives  that  would  exist  at  the  time  of  closure 

3 

77-1 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

am  concerned  that  . Monument  and  wilderness  areas  not  be  disturbed  during  construction  or  use 

The  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  would  occur  wholly  outside  of  the  Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument  and  nearby  wilderness  areas  and  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics  Potential  indirect  impacts  to 
these  areas  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Sections  4 11  and  4 14 

62 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-84  Section  3.14.2 

First  sentence.  Rewrite  to  read  "...  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  and  FLPMA  of  1976." 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

220 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-1 18  Section  4 14.1  10-11 

The  main  noise  section  regarding  impacts,  section  4 9.  did  not  adequately  establish  impact  criteria  for  noise 
sensitive  receptors.  Yet,  this  section  states  that  any  (emphasis  added)  increase  in  the  ambient  noise 
environment  constitutes  an  impact  to  a visitor's  recreational  experience  (in  an  area  that  has  not  been 
established  in  the  DEIS  as  a noise-sensitive  receptor  area).  If  any  increase  in  ambient  conditions,  even 
disregarding  the  receiving  land  use  type,  were  a common  impact  threshold,  then  there  would  be  no 
development  of  any  kind  anywhere  in  the  country.  A zero-increase-to-ambient  is  not  a realistic,  prudent,  or 
economically-feasible  approach  for  establishing  a noise  impact  threshold. 

The  definition  of  an  intrusive  noise  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 9 1 Noise  Analysis  Area  and 
Assumptions  Section  3.9.3  Fundamentals  of  Acoustics  defines  an  intrusive  noise  as  "noise  that  intrudes  over 
and  above  the  existinq  ambient  condition  at  a aiven  location  " In  addition,  the  followina  information  hasbeen 
added  to  Section  4.14  of  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  the  perception  of  sound  levels  "An  increase  of  1-2  dBA  is 
considered  a nonperceptible  change  An  increase  of  3;dBA  may  or  may  not  be  distinguishable  in  an  outdoor 
environment.  A 5-dBA  or  greater  increase  is  described  as  a perceptible  change  and  is  clearly  discernible 
(ASHRAE  1989) 

222 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-118  Section  4.14 

General  Comment  - recreation,  special  designations  and  wilderness  areas  are  discussed  in  several  of  the 
sections  which  make  the  impacts  seem  more  excessive  than  they  really  are  Suggest  consolidating  them  into 
one  section 

BLM  declines  to  make  the  change  BLM  wilderness  areas  fall  under  the  category  of  Special  Designations  and 
are  discussed  in  that  section  of  the  draft  EIS  Recreation  and  wilderness  characteristics  are  not  Special 
Designations  and  therefore  warrant  a separate  section  In  addition,  recreation  and  wilderness  characteristics 
are  already  consolidated  into  one  section  of  the  draft  EIS 
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223 

143-B 

SD-1 

pg  4-1 18  Section  4 14  1 Statement  in  question  These  three  areas  lie  outside  of  the  Project  Area;  however, 
they  would  be  subject  to  indirect  impacts  from  changes  to  the  viewshed,  increases  in  noise,  changes  in  access, 
and  impacts  to  wildlife  from  activities  associated  with  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  " 

Second  paragraph,  first  sentence  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

BLM  declines  to  make  the  change  It  has  been  established  based  on  the  listed  assumptions  that  there  would  be 
1 ) a change  to  the  viewshed  (draft  EIS  Section  4 1 7,  Visual  Resources);  2)  changes  in  access  due  to  the 
construction  of  the  SSEP  (draft  EIS  Section  4 15,  Transportation  and  Traffic),  and  3)  impacts  to  wildlife  from 
displacement,  habitat  degradation,  habitat  fragmentation  and  road  barrier  effects  (draft  EIS  Section  4 19, 
Wildlife  and  Special-status  Species)  The  wording  "increases  in  noise"  has  been  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to 
"increases  in  ambient  sound  levels"  which  has  been  demonstrated  in  draft  EIS  Section  4 9 Noise 

224 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-118  Section  4 14  3 
First  sentence 

Throughout  the  document,  there  have  been  references  to  this  figure  as  3,700,  3,600,  and  even  3,500 
Document  should  be  consistent  in  declarations  is  total  disturbed  acreage 

In  some  cases,  acre  figures  vary  because  they  refer  to  different  areas  or  impacts  (short  term  or  long  term). 
However,  BLM  has  reviewed  each  usage  and  any  errors  have  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 

225 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

4-118  4 14  3 Second  sentence  Chanae  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

environmental  conseauences.  and  take  actions  that  Drotect.  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment  (40  CFR 

1500  1(c) ) The  term  "could  potentially"  is  tvoicallv  avoided  in  NEPA  documents  because  it  is  aenerallvton 

vaque  to  help  in  decision-makma  If  the  analysis  has  used  reasonable  assumotions  to  discuss  imoacts  then  the 

term  "would"  is  used  Case  law  has  shown  that  the  BLM  need  not  soeculate  about  all  conceivable  imoacts  but  it 

must  evaluate  the  reasonably  foreseeable  effects  ot  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  In  this  context. 

reasonably  foreseeable  means  that  "the  impact  is  sufficiently  likelv  to  occur  that  a oerson  of  ordinary  orudence 

would  take  it  into  account  in  reachma  a decision." 

The  draft  EIS  states  in  Section  4 14  3 that  'The  SSEP  would  introduce  a larae  (aoDroximatelv  3.620-acre) 

facilitv  to  the  landscape  There  would  be  no  chanae  to  the  recreational  settina  in  anv  of  the  SDecial  designation 

areas,  however,  the  presence  (views)  of  this  facility  would  dearade  the  desired.  Drimitive  exDenence  that  visitors 

seek  when  visitina  the  nearbv  monument  and  wilderness."  With  this  information  in  mind  the  use  of  the  term 

"would"  in  the  referenced  sentence  is  aDorooriate. 

226 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

4-118  4 14  3 . Fourth  sentence 

The  statement  that  there  would  be  "no"  chanae  to  the  settina  contradicts  earlier  statements,  and  even  the 

The  statement  in  the  draft  EIS  that  "There  would  be  no  chanae  to  the  recreational  settina  in  anv  of  the  SDecial 

designation  areas  refers  to  the  fact  that  no  project  related  surface  disturbma  activities  are  planned  or 

intended  to  occur  directlv  within  the  boundary  of  anv  special  designations  areas  This  is  accurate  and  does  not 

sentence  followina. 

contradict  the  statement  that  views  "of  this  facility  would  dearade  the  desired.  Drimitive  experience  that  visitors 

seek  when  visitina  the  nearbv  monument  and  wilderness." 

227 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-118  Section  4 14  3 Fourth  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4 11  1 Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  of  the  draft  EIS  states  that  "It 
is  assumed  for  this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will  be  on  the 
landscape,  and  the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts 
would  occur  from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4.17  Visual 
Resources  Therefore  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  view  of  this  facility  would  dearade  the  primitive 
experience  for  some  users  The  sentence  has  been  revised  in  the  tinal  EIS  to  state  that  "There  would  be  no 
change  to  the  recreational  setting  in  any  of  the  special  designation  areas,  however,  the  presence  (views)  of  this 
facility  would  degrade  the  primitive  experience  that  some  visitors  seek  when  visiting  the  nearby  monument  and 
wilderness  These  changes  would  not  be  visible  from  all  locations,  and  would  be  most  apparent  from  locations 
close  to  the  Proiect  Area  and  from  peaks  with  expansive  vistas  " 

228 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-118  Section  4 14.3  Eighth  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

The  suggested  wording  change  has  not  been  incorporated  because  the  impact  in  question  can  be  reasonably 
expected  to  occur  However,  the  statement  has  been  clarified  in  the  final  EIS  by  adding  the  words  " in 
portions  " to  the  referenced  sentence  to  indicate  that  topography  would  not  mitigate  or  eliminate  these  effects 
in  the  entirety  of  the  adiacent  and  nearby  wilderness  areas 

229 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 

Again,  an  increase  in  4-5  dBA  would  still  be  considered  a quiet  environment.  Would  this  be  an  adverse  impact7 

For  the  purposes  of  the  draft  EIS  an  impact  was  defined  as  any  increase  in  the  ambient  noise  levels  as  stated  in 
Section  4 14  Special  Designations.  By  this  definition  an  increase  of_4-5  dBA  would  be  considered  an  impact 
The  noise  levels  at  the  ST-3  (North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness)  receptor  would  increase  from  28.2  dBA  to 
40  dBA  and  from  39  7 dBA  to  44  dBA  at  the  LT-3  (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  receptor  durma 
construction  This  is  an  increase  of  aDDroximatelv  12.  0 and  4.0  dBA,  respectively  A quiet  environment  as 
defined  by  Table  3.21  Typical  Sound  Levels  Measured  in  the  Environment  and  Industry  would  be  40  dBA  or 
less.  Section  4 14  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  explain  that  an  increase  of  5 dBA  is  a clearly  discernible 
change  in  an  outdoor  environment  (ASHRAE  1989) 
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230 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4.14.3 

Traftic  would  not  travel  on  Komatke  Rd.  They  would  access  the  site  from  SR  85  via  the  new  access  road 

This  statement  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS  as  suggested 

231 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 

Third  full  sentence  "Block"  is  misspelled 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 

232 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14.3 

Fiflh  full  sentence  Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially". 

Section  4 14  1 Special  Designations  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "Impacts  to  the 
recreation  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  there  would  be  changes  to  the  current  vegetation  communities, 
and  changes  to  the  natural  or  undeveloped  character  of  the  landscape  " Based  on  this  assumption  and  the  fact 
that  the  vegetation  would  be  cleared  from  the  3,600-acre  Project  Area,  it  is  reasonably  expected  that  there 
would  be  an  impact  on  the  recreation  setting,  and  no  change  has  been  made  to  the  final  EIS. 

233 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 Fifth  full  sentence. 

As  stated  in  previous  comments,  the  project  site  isn’t  necessarily  a current  "natural  setting."  See  following 
sentence,  where  it  states  that  it  "already  includes  views  of  residential  areas,  industrial  sites,  and  utility 
corridors." 

The  term  "natural  setting"  as  used  in  this  sentence  applies  to  the  Project  Area  only,  because  rt  is  undeveloped 
The  following  sentence  is  referring  to  the  larger  viewshed  These  two  sentences  were  changed  in  the  final  EIS 
to  clarify  the  difference 

234 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-1 19  Section  14  3 Seventh  full  sentence 
Change  first  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4 19  1 Wildlife  and  Special-status  Species  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that 
“Because  the  presence  of  wildlife  species  is  so  closely  tied  to  the  presence  and  quality  of  a vegetation 
community  or  resource,  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  wildlife  is  measured  in  the  following  ways  acres  of  vegetation 
lost  or  degraded  and  the  percent  of  the  width  of  each  linkage  lost  or  degraded  The  acreage  of  a vegetation 
community  that  is  lost  or  degraded  describes  the  type  of  habitat  that  is  lost."  Based  on  this  assumption  and  fact 
that  3,600  acres  of  vegetation  would  be  cleared  from  the  Project  Area,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  the 
referenced  wildlife-related  impacts  would  occur 

235 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4.14  3 First  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4.14  Special  Designations  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  of  the  draft  EIS  states  that 
"Impacts  from  noise  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  they  would  increase  the  ambient  noise  environment." 
Durina  construction  the  noise  levels  would  increase  bv  aDDroximatelv  4 0 to  12.0  dBA  as  shown  in  the  draft  EIS 
in  Table  4 45  Ambient,  Construction,  and  Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitoring  Stations  This 
would  be  a DerceDtible  chanae  in  sound  levels  as  shown  in  Table  4.82  Ambient.  Construction,  and  Operational 
Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Receptors,  that  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  Those  two  factors  toqether  make 
it  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  increase  of  4 to  5 dBA  would  be  noticeable  to  some  users  The  referenced 
sentence  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

236 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 First  full  paragraph,  fifth  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4 14  1 Special  Designations  Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  of  the  draft  EIS  states  that 
"Impacts  from  noise  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  they  would  increase  the  ambient  noise  environment,  and 
thus  impact  a visitor's  recreation  expenence  " During  construction  the  noise  levels  would  increase  by 
approximately  4 0 dBA  to  12.0  dBA  as  shown  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  4 45  Ambient.  Construction,  and 
Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitoring  Stations.  This  would  be  a perceptible  change  in  sound 
levels  as  shown  in  Table  4.82  Ambient.  Construction,  and  Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Receptors, 
that  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS 

237 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 First  full  paragraph,  sixth  sentence 
Change  both  "would"  with  "could  potentially" 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  3.19  4 1 Miaratorv  Birds,  Raptors,  and  Game  Birds  describes  that  there  are  one  or  more 
species  of  wildlife  that  use  the  Proiect  Area  to  foraae  In  the  draft  EIS  Section  4 19  4 2 2 Buckeye  Hills- 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Linkage  notes  that  "Highly  mobile  species,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  mule 
deer,  mountain  lion,  and  Sonoran  desert  tortoise,  can  move  long  distances  to  access  suitable  breeding  or 
foraging  sites  They  rely  on  linkages  to  connect  large  blocks  of  suitable  habitat  For  highly  mobile  species,  the 
Proposed  Action  would  create  a barrier  to  wildlife  movement  patterns  " Based  on  that  information  this  impact 
can  be  reasonably  expected  and  therefore  the  BLM  has  not  made  the  suggested  wording  change 
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238 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 2"°  P 

This  paragraph  states  that,  per  Chapter  4,  noise  levels  would  increase  by  4 to  5 dB  above  the  ambient  at  the 
noise-sensitive  receptors  near  the  SDNM  and  wilderness  areas.  This  statement  is  incorrect  First,  there  is  no 
mention  of  4 to  5 dB  anywhere  in  Chapter  4,  except  in  this  paragraph,  so  it's  unclear  where  these  figures  came 
from?  Secondly,  there  is  no  table  or  comparative  analysis  provided  in  Chapter  4 to  show  the  increases  to  the 
noise  environment  at  any  locations  in  any  wilderness  areas.  The  closest  thing  to  such  a presentation  is  Table 
4 45  on  page  4-87.  but  this  table  does  not  document  the  future  total  noise  levels  (and.  thus,  changes  to  the 
existing  ambient);  simply  the  ambient-only,  the  construction-only,  and  the  operations-only  Third,  nowhere  in  the 
DEIS  have  the  SDNM  or  any  other  wilderness  area  been  established  as  a noise-sensitive  receptors:  except  by 
the  author's  presumption  Lastly,  it  is  unclear  where  the  range  of  25  to  50  dBA  for  the  existing  ambient  came 
from?  Such  data  is  nowhere  in  Section  3.9 

The  4 to  5 dBA  represents  the  increase  between  the  ambient  and  construction  noise  levels  for  receptor  LT-3 
(Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  shown  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  4 45  Ambient.  Construction  and 
Operational  Noise  Levels  at  Select  Noise  Monitoring  Stations  Table  4 82  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4.14  Special  Designations  to  show  the  comparison  between  ambient,  construction,  and  operational 
noise  levels  for  the  four  noise  receptors  near  or  in  the  recreational  areas.  In  addition,  text  has  been  added  to  the 
final  EIS  in  Section  4 14  3 Special  Designations  Proposed  Action  to  note  that  the  increase  in  noise  levels  at 
receptor  ST-3  (North  Maricooa  Mountains  Wilderness)  from  ambient  to  construction  noise  levels  would  be 
approximately  12.0  dBA  In  addition,  the  term  "noise-sensitive  receptors"  has  been  changed  to  "noise  receptors” 
in  the  final  EIS  where  appropriate  Finally,  the  25-50  dBA  discussed  as  the  range  of  ambient  noise  levels  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  EIS. 

240 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-1 19  Section  4 14  3 2"°  P 

As  mentioned  in  the  next  to  last  comment  above,  there  is  NO  mention  of  4 to  5 dB  anywhere  in  Chapter  4,  yet 
such  a difference  to  the  existing  ambient  is  herein  stated  as  being  an  increase  that  would  be  noticeable  Where 
are  increases  to  ambient,  of  any  magnitude,  discussed  in  the  DEIS  with  respect  to  being  audible,  discernible, 
objectionable,  or  any  other  qualifier?  Can  the  author  of  this  section  make  the  case  that  this  range  of  noise  levels 
(not  mentioned  anywhere  else  in  the  DEIS)  would  be  noticeable? 

The  following  assumptions  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Sections  4.9  Noise,  4 1 1 Recreation  and 
Wilderness  Characteristics,  and  4.14  Special  Designations  to  clarify  the  perception  of  sound  levels:  "An 
increase  of  1-2  dBA  in  sound  levels  is  a nonoerceotible  chanae  to  the  human  ear  An  increase  of  3-4  dBA  mav 
or  may  not  be  distinguishable  in  an  outdoor  environment  A 5;dBA  increase  or  greater  is  a perceptible  change 
and  is  clearlv  discernible  in  an  outdoor  environment  (ASHRAE1989) " 

242 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14.3  2na  P 

The  topic  of  this  paragraph  starts  talking  about  noise  effects,  then  abruptly  shifts  to  a discussion  of  impacts  to 
wildlife  from  construction  and  operations-related  traffic  This  latter  discussion  should  be  in  a separate  paragraph 
of  merged  with  the  following  paragraph 

The  suggested  changes  have  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

243 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 Second  full  paragraph,  third  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  3.19  4 1 Migratory  Birds.  Raptors,  and  Game  Birds  of  the  draft  EIS  describes  that  there  are  one  or  more 
species  of  wildlife  that  use  the  Project  Area  to  forage.  Section  4 19  4 2 2 Buckeye  Hills-Sonoran  Desert 
National  Monument  Linkage  notes  that  "Highly  mobile  species,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer,  mountain 
lion,  and  Sonoran  desert  tortoise,  can  move  long  distances  to  access  suitable  breeding  or  foraging  sites  They 
rely  on  linkages  to  connect  large  blocks  of  suitable  habitat  For  highly  mobile  species,  the  Proposed  Action 
would  create  a barrier  to  wildlife  movement  patterns  " Based  on  that  information  this  impact  can  be  reasonably 
expected  However,  the  text  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  that  the  impact  is  in  the  form  of  an 
increased  risk  and  is  not  a certainty  in  all  circumstances 

244 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4.14.3  Second  full  paragraph,  fifth  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

This  is  a duplicate  comment  and  has  been  responded  to  in  the  recreation  section. 

245 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 Second  full  paragraph,  last  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

The  BLM  declines  to  make  the  change  because  it  was  established  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Chapter  4 15 
Transportation  and  Traffic  that  there  would  be  an  additional  1 ,000  vehicle  trips  on  SR  85  during  construction  of 
the  SSEP  SR  85  is  the  main  southbound  access  route  to  the  Buckeye  Hills  Regional  Park  the  North  Maricopa 
Mountains  Wilderness  Area,  and  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Delays  on  SR  85  southbound  durmq 
this  time  would  be  greater  than  120  seconds  per  vehicle  and  the  LOS  ranking  would  be  an  "F"  LOS  Ranking  (> 
50  seconds/vehicle)  as  a result. 

246 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-119  Section  4.14  4 Last  sentence 
Replace  "would"  with  "could  potentially" 

Section  4 11.  1 Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "It  is  assumed  for 
this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will  be  on  the  landscape,  and 
the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts  would  occur 
from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4 17  Visual  Resources  As  an 
example  of  one  impact  to  wildlife  from  the  proposed  project  it  has  been  established  in  Chapter  3 Wildlife  that 
there  are  one  or  more  species  of  wildlife  that  use  the  Project  Area  to  forage  Chapter  4 Wildlife  notes  that 
"Highly  mobile  species,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer,  mountain  lion,  and  Sonoran  desert  tortoise,  can 
move  long  distances  to  access  suitable  breeding  or  foraging  sites  They  rely  on  linkages  to  connect  large  blocks 
of  suitable  habitat  For  highly  mobile  species,  the  Proposed  Action  would  create  a barrier  to  wildlife  movement 
patterns"  and  "Road  construction,  improvements,  and  use  can  result  in  direct  impacts  to  wildlife  individuals 
(such  as  collisions  between  wildlife  and  vehicles),  resulting  in  wildlife  mortality."  Based  on  the  preceding 
information  this  impact  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  occur  and  therefore  the  BLM  declines  to  make  the 
suggested  wording  change 

247 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4 14  6 First  sentence 

As  stated  in  other  comments,  the  site's  characterization  as  "a  natural  setting"  is  questionable 

The  term  "natural  setting"  as  used  in  this  sentence  applies  to  the  Project  Area  only  because  it  is  undeveloped 
The  wording  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  state  that " approximately  3,600  acres  of  the  Project  Area 
would  be  converted  " to  clarify  that  the  area  being  referred  to  is  the  Project  Area 
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248 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4 14  6 Last  sentence. 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4.1 1.  1 Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "It  is  assumed  for 
this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will  be  on  the  landscape,  and 
the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts  would  occur 
from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4 17  Visual  Resources  As  an 
example  of  one  impact  to  wildlife  from  the  proposed  project  it  has  been  established  in  Chapter  3 Wildlife  that 
there  are  one  or  more  species  of  wildlife  that  use  the  Project  Area  to  forage  Chapter  4 Wildlife  notes  that 
"Highly  mobile  species,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer,  mountain  lion,  and  Sonoran  desert  tortoise,  can 
move  long  distances  to  access  suitable  breeding  or  foraging  sites  They  rely  on  linkages  to  connect  large  blocks 
of  suitable  habitat  For  highly  mobile  species,  the  Proposed  Action  would  create  a barrier  to  wildlife  movement 
patterns"  and  "Road  construction,  improvements,  and  use  can  result  in  direct  impacts  to  wildlife  individuals 
(such  as  collisions  between  wildlife  and  vehicles),  resulting  in  wildlife  mortality  " Based  on  the  preceding 
information  this  impact  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  occur  and  therefore  the  BLM  declines  to  make  the 
suggested  wording  change 

249 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4 14  6 

Last  sentence  Sentence  needs  a period 

This  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS 

250 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4 14  7 
4 

There  is  a presumed  conclusion  that  noise  impacts  exist,  interred  by  the  text  to  be  on  wildlife  resources  There 
is  mention  made  that  there  are  additional  mitigation  measures  needed  for  said  impact,  but  no  additional 
mitigation  measures  are  discussed  in  section  4.19  (which  is  only  referenced  as  "in  those  respective  sections", 
without  numbering)  Further,  inspection  of  4 19  on  wildlife  impacts  only  discusses  unsubstantiated  impacts  to 
wildlife  regarding  increased  stress  levels  (page  4-176,  4-178,  and  4-179),  reduced  fitness  of  individual  animals 
(page  4-177),  reduced  population  health  (page  4-177),  increased  wildlife  displacement  (page  4-178  and  4-182), 
and  habitat  degradation  (page  4-184)  See  additional  comments  on  Section  4 19  below 

A paragraph  explaining  the  assumption  that  noise  affects  wildlife  behavior  proportionate  to  the  volume  and 
duration  of  the  sound  has  been  added  to  Section  4.19.1  (Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions)  of  the  final  EIS 

Because  it  is  difficult  to  measure  and  compare  wildlife  stress  levels  pre-  and  post-construction,  a discussion  of 
measurements  is  not  provided  in  the  draft  EIS  or  final  EIS  A discussion  of  studies  regarding  the  effects  of 
elevated  stress  levels  due  to  road  construction,  maintenance,  and  traffic  volume  has  been  added  to  Section 
4 19  2 2 Wildlife-Proposed  Action  of  the  final  EIS. 

The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  state  that  "Additional  measures  to  mitigate  visual  impacts  can  be 
found  in  Section  4 17  (Visual  Resources) " There  are  no  potential  mitigation  measures  for  noise,  therefore  this 
reference  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  EIS 

251 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4.14.8 
2-Jan 

Noise  impacts  are  referenced  as  being  discussed  in  Section  3.9  A better  reference  of  impact  discussions 
should  be  Section  4 9 as  3.9  focuses  on  the  aflected  environment  However,  even  Section  4.9  does  not  fully 
and  completely  discuss  noise  impacts 

The  final  EIS  has  been  corrected  in  Section  4 14  10  Residual  Impacts  to  reference  the  appropriate  Sections  4.9 
Noise  and  4 17  Visual  Impacts.  Section  4 9 has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  include  more  information  on 
impacts  from  noise  and  clarifications  on  human  perception  of  sound  levels 

252 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4 14.9  First  sentence 
Change  “would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4.1 1.1  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "It  is  assumed  for 
this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will  be  on  the  landscape,  and 
the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts  would  occur 
from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4.17  Visual  Resources  Chapter  3 
Wildlife  states  that  there  are  one  or  more  species  of  wildlife  that  use  the  Project  Area  to  forage  Chapter  4 
Wildlife  notes  that  "Highly  mobile  species,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer,  mountain  lion,  and  Sonoran 
desert  tortoise,  can  move  long  distances  to  access  suitable  breeding  or  foraging  sites.  They  rely  on  linkages  to 
connect  large  blocks  of  suitable  habitat  For  highly  mobile  species,  the  Proposed  Action  would  create  a barrier 
to  wildlife  movement  patterns"  and  "Road  construction,  improvements,  and  use  can  result  in  direct  impacts  to 
wildlife  individuals  (such  as  collisions  between  wildlife  and  vehicles),  resulting  in  wildlife  mortality  " Finally,  loss 
of  habitat  is  described  in  Section  4 16  Vegetation  where  it  is  noted  that  3,700  acres  would  be  cleared  for  the 
Droiect  Based  on  the  Drecedina  information  the  impacts  described  can  be  reasonably  expected  to  occur  and 
therefore  the  BLM  declines  to  make  the  suggested  wording  change 

253 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4.14.9  Last  sentence 
Change  "would"  to  "could  potentially" 

Section  4 11.1  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Assumptions  states  that  "It  is  assumed  for 
this  analysis  that  the  greater  the  degree  of  contrast,  the  more  visible  the  SSEP  will  be  on  the  landscape,  and 
the  greater  the  impact  to  the  recreational  activities,  settings,  and  experiences  " Strong  contrasts  would  occur 
from  KOPs  2 and  6 (Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument)  as  noted  in  Section  4.17  Visual  Resources 
Therefore,  this  impact  can  be  reasonably  expected  to  occur  and  the  BLM  has  not  revised  the  final  EIS  to 
incorporate  the  suaaested  chanae 
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254 

143-B 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-120  Section  4 14  10  Last  sentence 
Change  first  "would"  to  "could  potentially". 

This  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  Section  4 14  12  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 
of  the  final  EIS  because1  upon  further  consideration  it  was  determined  that  the  impacts  to  access  would  only 
occur  during  the  39-month  construction  period,  not  during  the  subsequent  operational  period  A sentence  has 
been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 1 4. 1_1_  Short-term  Uses  versus  Long-term  Productivity  to  note  that 
implementation  of  the  SSEP  would  create  short-term  changes  to  access  during  the  construction  period  because 
of  the  increase  in  the  number  of  vehicles  traveling  in  the  area 

57 

150-0 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter  The  site  does  not  contain  any  officially  designated  sensitive  and  protected 
areas  such  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  nor  has  been  it  been  proposed  by  citizens  for 
designation  as  wilderness. 

The  commenter  is  correct  There  are  no  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  or  proposed 
wilderness  areas  within  the  Project  Area 

29 

162-1 

SD-1 

General  Comment 

The  maps  at  the  end  of  the  document  seem  to  subtly  minimize  the  existence  and  proximity  of  both  SDNM  and 
the  North  Mancopa  Wilderness  Also,  there  seems  to  be  no  actual  map  of  the  proposed  Margie's  Cove 
wilderness  study  area  and  its  location  relative  to  the  project  area  It  sounds  as  though  approval  of  this  project 
would  almost  certainly  kill  this  new  proposed  wilderness — why  is  this  not  analyzed  or  discussed7 

Map  10  (Map  13  in  the  final  EISJ-SSEP  Project  Area  and  land  use  and  access  analysis  area  in  relation  to 
existinq  land  use  and  special  desiqnations,  hiqhliahts  both  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and  the 
North  MaricoDa  Mountains  Wilderness  In  addition  thev  are  both  included  as  oart  of  the  mao  leaend  Other 
maps  tor  the  draft  EIS  mav  not  include  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and  North  Mancooa  Mountains 
Wilderness  because  thev  are  SDecific  to  other  resources  and  resource  uses  As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section 
4 11,  "An  area  in  the  northwest  comer  of  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument,  north  of  Margie's  Cove,  has  been 
submitted  to  BLM  for  consideration  of  its  wilderness  characteristics  in  the  current  RMP  revision.  Management  ol 
the  area  is  being  analyzed  under  alternatives  in  the  draft  RMP,  and  has  yet  to  be  decided  For  the  purposes  o< 
this  EIS  analysis,  it  is  not  known  if  this  area  has  wilderness  characteristics  as  defined  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of 
1964  (Public  Law  [P  L ] 88-577).  but  the  EIS  has  analyzed  the  effects  of  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP 
on  those  potential  characteristics  in  Section  4.1 1.3.1  Wilderness  Characteristics  " The  text  has  been  revised  in 
this  section  of  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  that  the  area  considered  is  the  area  north  of  Margie's  Cove 

3 

137-T 

SD-2 

Proximity  to  Designated 
Wilderness  Area 

The  proposed  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  is  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument,  the  North  Maricopa  Wilderness  Area  And  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness  This  project  will  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  these  protected  lands 

Impacts  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument,  the  North  Maricopa  Wilderness  Area,  and  the  Sierra 
Estrella  Wilderness  from  the  project  are  disclosed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Sections  4 14  Special  Designations  and 
4 11  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics 

221 

143-B 

SD-4 

Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness 

pg  4-118  Section  4.14.3 
10 

Although  the  stated  10  mile  distance  from  the  SSEP  site  to  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness  (SEW)  is  accurate,  it 
is  only  true  of  the  very  eastern  tip  of  the  SSEP  and  the  very  western  tip  of  the  SEW  From  the  center  of  the 
SSEP  (between  the  two  power  blocks)  to  the  center  of  the  SEW  is  more  on  the  order  16  to  17  miles  in 
distance  . a big  difference  both  with  respect  to  noise  and  visual  aspects  of  the  Project 

The  statement  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  state,  "However,  because  the  western  tip  of  the  Sierra 
Estrella  wilderness  is  10  miles  to  the  east  of  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  proposed  SSEP,  this  distance  would 
reduce  the  effects  on  the  view,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  project  facility  would  not  stand  out  from  the  existing 
development  in  the  area  " 

239 

143-B 

SD-4 

Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness 

pg  4-119  Section  4 14  3 2ndP 

In  section  4.1 1.3  on  page  4-86,  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness  is  lumped  in  with  all  other  wilderness  areas  as 
recreational  uses  that  would  be  affected  by  noise  (As  commented  to  above,  this  assertion  is  unfounded).  In  this 
section,  however,  the  author  correctly  states  that  it  is  not  expected  that  a visitor  in  the  SEW  would  hear  noise 
from  SSEP  due  to  the  large  distances  involved.  So  would  there  be  an  affect/impact  (per  4 113)  or  would  there 
not  be  an  affect/impact  (per  4 14  3)? 

The  "Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness"  is  not  referenced  as  bema  affected  bv  noise  in  Section  4 1 1 3 of  the  draft  EIS 
The  text  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  it  is  not  expected  that  a visitor  would  hear  the  noise  from 
the  project  facility  in  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness  due  to  the  distance  between  the  two 

122-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

About  a month  ago,  1 decided  to  hike  in  the  Margie's  Cove  area  of  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument.  1 
had  read  in  the  newspaper  that  the  area  had  been  closed  to  off-highway  vehicles,  but  was  still  open  to  hikers 
To  my  dismay,  1 found  the  two  access  points  with  which  1 am  familiar  had  been  blocked  with  new  and  very 
durable  fences  There  were  no  gates,  signs,  or  parking  for  hikers  - the  access  points  were  obliterated  I'm  all  for 
protecting  the  land,  but  1 think  this  is  a little  extreme  - ESPECIALLY  WHEN  THE  BLM  IS  PLANNING  ON 
LAYING  WASTE  TO  VAST  RIGHTS  OF  WAY  A FEW  MILES  TO  THE  NORTH!!!  Is  the  BLM  really  trying  to 
protect  this  land,  or  are  they  merely  hiding  a massive  solar  power  land  giveaway? 

There  is  no  relationship  between  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  and  recent  changes  to  access  points  for  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  For  questions  about  access  to  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  please 
contact  David  Scarbrouqh  at  (623)  580-5651 

241 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

pg  4-1 19  Section  4 14.3  2"°  P 

The  author  correctly  states  that  the  further  (sic)  a wilderness  area  visitor  moves  into  the  recreational  area,  the 
more  the  SSEP  sound  will  fade  However,  the  next  sentence  indicates  that  such  a movement  deeper  into  the 
SDNM  or  NMMW  would,  in  and  of  itself,  be  an  adverse  impact  to  some  visitors  On  what  basis  does  moving 
around  in  a wilderness  area  constitute  an  adverse  impact? 

The  statement  "The  analysis  assumes  that  the  Greater  the  distance  the  recreationist  has  to  travel  to  qet  away 

from  the  sound,  the  areater  the  imoact  to  the  recreational  exoerience"  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  EIS 

As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 14.1  Special  Desiqnations  Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions,  "impacts  from 
noise  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  they  would  increase  the  ambient  noise  environment,  and  thus  impact  a 
visitor's  recreation  experience  " Based  on  this  assumption  and  the  fact  that  there  would  be  increases  in  noise 
levels  at  two  or  more  of  the  noise  receptors  near  recreation  areas,  it  is  appropriate  to  state  for  this  analysis  that 
"this  would  cause  adverse  impacts  to  the  recreational  setting  and  experience  for  some  visitors  " 
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1 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

While  the  proposed  location  may  meet  a number  of  helpful  criteria  for  the  project  proponent  (specifically,  it 
saves  this  private  company  a lot  of  money  at  public  expense),  it  would  seriously  and  permanently  adversely 
affect  the  environment  of  the  Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument  (SDNM).  a truly  unique  and  irreplaceable 
national  treasure,  and  its  environs 

Impacts  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  from  the  SSEP  are  disclosed  in  Sections  4.1 1 Recreation 
and  Wilderness  Characteristics,  4 14  Special  Designations,  and  4.17  Visual  Resources  of  the  draft  EIS 

4 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Deserl  National 
Monument 

The  document's  analysis  pointedly  and  deceptively  minimizes  and  tnvializes  the  significant  environmental 
impact  of  the  project's  location  in  extremely  close  proximity  to  the  SDNM,  a unit  of  the  BLM's  National 
Landscape  Conservation  System  The  National  Landscape  Conservation  System  is  a collection  of  many  of 
"crown  jewels."  the  most  special  places  under  BLM  administration. 

The  commenter  does  not  state  how  the  document's  analysis  "pointedly  and  deceptively  minimizes  and  trivializes 
the  significant  environmental  impact  of  the  project's  location."  The  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  SSEP  to  the 
Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument  are  disclosed  in  Sections  4 11  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics. 

4 14  Special  Designations,  and  4 17  Visual  Resources  of  the  draft  EIS  The  analysis  includes  visual  contrast 
ratings  to  disclose  the  changes  in  the  viewshed,  discussions  of  impacts  to  recreational  uses  and  experience, 
changes  to  levels  of  service  for  travel  and  access,  and  predicted  noise  increases  during  construction  In 
addition.  Chapter  4 19  discloses  the  impacts  to  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument's  wildlife  that  foraae  in  and 
migrate  to  the  Project  Area 

10 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

It  is  important  to  note  that  this  is  an  industrial  facility  that  once  built,  will  irrevocably  and  permanently  alter  both 
the  project  area  and  its  surrounding  region  The  idea  behind  "industrial  parks"  is  to  segregate  industry  from 
residential,  recreational,  and  other  sensitive  areas  Think  of  the  current  project  as  the  first  tenant  in  a new 
industrial  park,  situated  immediately  adjacent  to  a National  Monument  (indeed,  it  is  likely  that  once  this  project 
is  built,  the  proponent  will  likely  try  to  expand  it  at  some  future  date  based  on  the  history  of  this  project).  This  is 
an  incompatible  use  for  the  immediate  area  surrounding  the  SDNM,  and  violates  both  common  sense  and  basic 
community  planning  principles  Special  places,  like  National  Monuments  (as  well  as  Wilderness  Areas),  should 
be  buffered  and  protected  from  nearby  incompatible  activities  and  uses  that  may  devalue  and/or  degrade  that 
special  place  due  to  air  quality,  view-shed,  habitat  fragmentation,  or  other  issues 

The  FLPMA  directs  BLM  to  manage  public  lands  for  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  (Section  102(a][7]).  As  a 
multiple-use  agency,  the  BLM  is  required  to  implement  laws,  regulations,  and  policies  for  many  different  and 
often  competing  land  uses  and  to  resolve  conflicts  and  prescribe  land  uses  through  its  land  use  plans.  Although 
the  BLM  manaaes  some  areas,  such  as  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and  the  North  Maricooa 
Mountains  Wilderness,  as  closed  to  surface  disturbance,  the  SSEP  is  DroDosed  for  development  on  lands  that 
are  open  to  energy  development. 

Section  1 6.1  of  the  draft  EIS  notes  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  conflict  with  applicable  BLM  land  use 
plans 

13 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Deserl  National 
Monument 

There  is  only  one  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument,  and  there  is  nothing  like  this  Monument  anywhere  else 
on  the  planet.  You  cannot  engineer  and  build  a new  Monument  It  is  unique  and  deserves  to  be  protected 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

17 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Deserl  National 
Monument 

The  government  has  a responsibility  to  protect  unique  resources  like  SDNM  and  the  BLM  needs  to  step  up  to 
the  plate  and  fulfill  that  responsibility  No  one  else  is  going  to  do  it  Private  land  is  history  out  there,  but  BLM  has 
the  authority  to  protect  the  Commons,  the  part  that's  out  there  belongs  to  all  of  us,  not  just  some  private 
company  out  to  make  a profit. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

18 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

It  is  troubling  that  for  ten  years  the  BLM  has  failed  repeatedly  to  create  any  kind  of  permanent  long-term 
management  plan  to  protect  SDNM.  yet  seems  to  have  no  issue  with  devoting  substantial  resources  to 
effectively  slam-dunk  a project  on  the  Monument's  boundary  which  would  permanently  and  irrevocably  impact 
the  Monument  and  its  surrounding  area. 

A Iona-term  manaaement  plan  for  the  Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument  is  out  of  the  scope  of  the  federal 
decision  to  be  made  on  the  proposal  considered  in  the  EIS  As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS  at  Section  1 4 1 The  EIS 
Decision  Framework,  only  after  BLM  reviews  public  comment  on  the  draft  EIS  and  the  final  EIS  is  prepared  will 
the  BLM  make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  approve  the  project  As  noted  in  Section  1 4.2  of  the  draft  EIS. 
only  in  the  ROD  will  the  BLM  determine  whether  to  select  the  Proposed  Action  or  an  alternative  or  deny  the 
ROW  request,  determine  conformance  with  applicable  land  and  resource  management  plans,  and  select 
appropriate  terms  and  conditions.  Lastly,  please  see  Section  2 5 5 Termination  and  Reclamation  of  the  draft 
EIS  and  final  EIS.  which  describes  the  requirements  for  site  reclamation  following  the  life  of  the  project 

19 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Deserl  National 
Monument 

The  BLM  has  failed  to  implement  baseline  scientific  studies  of  the  monument  and  its  resources,  so  even  if  the 
current  project  is  approved  and  change  occurs,  BLM  won  t know  it  because  it  does  not  have  an  established 
baseline  from  which  to  measure  any  changes  On  this  basis  alone,  the  project  may  not  be  built  at  this  location 
because  there  is  currently  is  no  way  to  monitor  change  should  it  occur.  And  should  change  occur,  the  facility 
would  already  be  built,  the  land  permanently  altered,  and  there  would  be  no  way  to  mitigate  the  changes  Then 
it  would  be  too  late 

Baseline  conditions  for  each  resource  and  resource  use  are  described  in  Chapter  3 Affected  Environment  of  the 
draft  EIS  Scientific  studies  were  incorporated  into  the  analysis  as  appropriate  jplease  see  references  for  each 
Section  in  the  draft  EIS  and  final  EIS)  The  impacts  or  chanaes  to  the  resource  or  resource  uses  from  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  described  in  Chapter  4 

20 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Deserl  National 
Monument 

Other  issues  with  the  DEIS  include  the  fact  that  there  is  no  study  and  analysis  of  v/hat  long-term  impact  the 
further  fragmentation  of  habitat  at  that  location  will  have  on  Monument  resources  and  surrounding  public  lands 

Section  4 19  Wildlife  (p  4-179)  of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  impacts  to  wildlife  movement  and  habitat  In  addition. 
Section  4 19  4 Wildlife  Linkages  of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  impacts  to  wildlife  linkages,  including  the  Gila  Bend- 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  linkage 

26 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

The  document  admits  that  the  project  would  contribute  to  the  further  development  of  the  area  This  means  that 
the  BLM  would  be  contributing  to  the  degradation  of  its  own  "crown  jewel"  (SDNM)  should  the  project  be 
allowed  to  proceed  at  this  location.  Death  by  a thousand  cuts  is  what  it  s called 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

31 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

The  current  project  is  incompatible  with  the  nearby  SDNM,  the  nearby  Wilderness,  and  the  nearby  wilderness 
study  area,  and  it  represents  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  public  resources 

Impacts  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and  other  specially  desiqnated  lands  are  described  in 
Section  4 14  Special  Designations  of  the  draft  EIS  Please  see  Section  4 14  10  of  the  draft  EIS.  which  discloses 
irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  (special  designation]  resources  This  section  notes  that  because 
the  Project  Area  would  be  reclaimed,  there  would  be  no  irreversible  commitments  of  resources,  but  that  several 
impacts  would  be  irretrievable  until  the  site  is  reclaimed 
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32 

162-1 

SD-5 

Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument 

There  Is  no  feasible  way  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  this  large  industrial  facility's  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  one 
of  Amenca's  unique  national  treasures  Once  the  facility  is  built,  there  is  no  way  that  the  land  can  ever  be 
restored— there  is  no  record  of  a parcel  of  Sonoran  Desert  habitat  of  this  size  having  ever  been  successfully 
restored  to  its  original  pristine  state 

mpacts  to  the  Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument  and  other  specially  desiqnated  lands  are  described  in 
Section  4 14  Special  Designations  of  the  draft  EIS  Please  see  Section  4 14  10  of  the  draft  EIS.  which  discloses 
rreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  [special  designation]  resources  This  section  notes  that  because 
the  Proiect  Area  would  be  reclaimed,  there  would  be  no  irreversible  commitments  of  resources,  but  that  several 
mpacts  would  be  irretrievable  until  the  site  is  reclaimed.  Section  2.5.5  Termination  and  Reclamation  of  the  draft 
EIS  and  final  EIS  describes  the  requirements  for  site  reclamation  following  the  life  of  the  project 

4 

74-1 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

1 expect  that  this  new  transmission  line  does  not  adversely  affect  the  quality  of  life  of  nearby  residents 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

6 

106-1 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

Providing  solar-generated  electricity  to  the  nation  could  put  A Z in  the  BLACK,  let's  go  for  it! 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

2 

127-1 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

Will  the  killowatts  cause,  affect  or  hinder  any  domestic,  residential  transmission? 

The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  improve  the  production  and  transmission  of  renewable  energy  under  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005  and  the  BLM's  Solar  Energy  Development  Policy  The  proposed  construction  and 
operations  management  practices  (see  Section  2 5 of  the  draft  EIS)  discloses  how  the  energy  will  be  produced 
and  delivered  to  the  grid 

212 

143-B 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-90  Section  4 12  BLM  would  receive  some  type  of  rental/ROW  payment  for  the  lands  This  is  not  mentioned 
in  this  section. 

Section  4 12  4 2.2  of  the  draft  EIS  states  that  "The  BLM  would  also  charge  for  the  lease  of  the  land,  although 
the  lease  rates  have  not  yet  been  determined  " This  section  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  incorporate 
information  regarding  BLM  rates  for  solar  powergenerating  facilities 

213 

143-B 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-98  Section  4 12  2 2 4 last  This  sentence  states  that  a school  (which  is  always  treated  as  a noise-sensitive 
receptor  in  an  impact  assessment)  at  10  miles  from  the  SSEP  site  would  not  be  affected  by  Project  noise.  Yet 
Section  4.1 1 .3  states  that  a recreational  area  (almost  never  treated  as  a noise-sensitive  receptor  and  not 
established  as  one  in  this  DEIS)  that  is  from  12  to  16+  miles  from  the  main  Project  noise  sources  would  be 
affected  by  noise.  Inconsistent  in  the  treatment  of  very  long-range  noise  propagation  and  the  associated 
potential  effects 

This  inconsistency  regarding  long-range  noise  propagation  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  Sections 
4 12.2.2,4  and  4.11.3. 

214 

143-B 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-99  Section  4.12.2.2.5  2ndP  This  is  mostly  a restatement  of  the  comments  found  in  Section  4 9 9 on  page 
4-83  See  the  above  comments  on  that  section  Neither  the  Tech  Report  nor  this  DEIS  established  that  noise 
levels  from  construction  would  increase  the  ambient  conditions  up  to  2 miles  from  the  SSEP  A quick  review  of 
the  Tech  Report  data  and  analyses  suggests  that  this  statement  is  incorrect  or,  at  the  very  least,  needs 
additional  explanation  and  qualification  In  the  correct  context  of  the  referenced  4.9.3. 1,  the  appropriate 
distance  is  0.5  miles  that  noise  may  be  clearly  audible  or  even  annoying  to  residential  receptors  east  of  the 
Project  site. 

This  inconsistency  regarding  quality  of  life  impacts  from  construction  noise  levels  has  been  updated  in  Section 
4 9.3  1 and  4.12.2.2.5. 

215 

143-B 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-99+  Section  4.12.2.2.5  3rdP  This  is  mostly  a restatement  of  the  conclusions  found  in  Section  4 1 1 .3  on 
page  4-86.  See  the  above  comments  on  that  section  about  the  unsubstantiated  and  incorrect  assessment 
relative  to  noise  in  recreational  areas 

This  inconsistency  regarding  quality  of  life  impacts  from  construction  noise  levels  has  been  updated  to  be 
consistent  with  the  information  in  4.1 1.3. 

216 

143-B 

SOC-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-100  Section  4.12.2.2  5 Ops  This  sub-section  is  generally  talking  about  how  SSEP  operations,  including 
noise,  would  change  the  "identification  with  the  area",  the  "self  perception",  and  the  "quality  of  life"  for  residents 
and  visitors  to  the  area.  In  that  context,  the  towns  of  Goodyear  and  Buckeye  are  categorized  as  rural 
communities  While  there  are  many  parts  of  Goodyear  and  Buckeye,  particularly  their  respective  planning 
zones,  that  certainly  can  be  labeled  as  rural',  there  are  also  significant  portions  of  those  communities  that 
would  better  be  cast  as  suburban  and  part  of  the  overall  Phoenix  metro  area  To  simply  categorized  Goodyear 
and  Buckeye  as  rural  communities  only  gives  half  the  picture  of  what  is  going  on  regarding  estimated  effects  on 
the  quality  of  life  for  residents  of  those  communities. 

Section  4.12.2.2  5 of  the  draft  EIS  generally  refers  to  Goodyear  and  Buckeye  as  "rural  and  moderately 
developed  " Also,  in  the  final  EIS  the  last  sentence  of  this  section  has  been  modified  to  add  "and  moderately 
developed"  after  "rural."  Although  these  communities,  particularly  in  their  town  centers,  are  moderately 
developed,  they  are  not  generally  considered  suburbs  of  Phoenix 

1 

125-1 

SOC-2 

Job  Creation 

How  many  construction  and  full  time  jobs  will  be  created? 

See  Section  4 12  2 of  the  draft  EIS  for  construction  and  operations  employment  projections 

15 

139-G 

SOC-2 

Job  Creation 

Town  of  Buckeye  elected  officials  also  believe  that  any  job  fairs  or  employment  recruitment  activities  need  to  be 
conducted  within  the  Town  It  is  important  that  the  as  many  employment  opportunities  at  the  SSEP,  both  during 
the  construction  phase  as  well  as  permanent  positions,  be  filled  by  the  local  labor  force 

The  workforce  for  the  SSEP  is  expected  to  be  filled  by  the  labor  supply  in  Maricopa  County  and  the  Phoenix 
MSA  as  stated  in  4 12.2.2.1  of  the  draft  EIS  How  the  proiect  proponent  chooses  to  hire  for  these  positions  is 
out  of  scope  of  this  EIS  because  hiring  and  job  fair  decisions  are  not  within  BLM's  decision  space  for  this 
project. 
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217 

143-B 

SOC-3 

Environmental  Justice 

pg  4-109  Section  4.12.5  . all 

This  section,  and  by  reference.  Section  3 12  5 fail  to  properly  put  into  real-world  context  the  extent  of  potential 
EJ  impacts  as  they  only  deal  with  Census  Blocks  and  percentages  of  population,  lather  than  detailing  in  the 
DEIS  how  many  residential  households  are  within  a certain  distance  from  the  SSEP  boundary  If  that 
information  was  disclosed,  the  reader  would  have  a better  viewpoint  of  how  many  homes  may  be  affected  by 
noise  (estimated  to  be  on  the  order  of  two-dozen  or  less).  By  casting  the  EJ  discussion  in  terms  of  census 
blocks  within  5 miles  of  the  Project  Area,  the  typical  reader  may  tend  to  fill  in  the  blanks  and  think  that 
hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of  people  are  potentially  being  affected  Potential  noise  affects  impacts  would  only 
be  to  a handful  of  residences. 

In  the  final  EIS  Section_4. 12.5  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  populations  of  the  census  blocks  within  5 miles  of 
the  Project  Area 

218 

143-B 

SOC-3 

Environmental  Justice 

pg  4-109  Section  4.12.5.2 

This  section  draws  on  the  inferred/implied  (although  unstated)  noise  impacts  from  Section  4 9 (see  comments 
above).  However,  Section  4 9 never  established  that  there  would  be  noise  impacts  This  text  and  Table  4 56  are 
not  supported  by  the  presentation  on  noise  in  the  previous  portions  of  the  DEIS. 

This  inconsistency  reqardinq  environmental  lustice  impacts  from  noise  levels  has  been  updated  in  the  Final  EIS 
in  Sections  4 9 and  4 1 2 

219 

143-B 

SOC-3 

Environmental  Justice 

pg  4-1 10  Table  4.56 

The  conclusion  of  adverse  impacts  regarding  noise  in  this  table  is  not  supported  by  the  presentation  on  noise  in 
the  previous  portions  of  the  DEIS;  particularly  Section  4 9 

This  inconsistency  regarding  environmental  justice  impacts  from  noise  levels  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS 
in  Sections  4 9 and  4 12 

19 

145-G 

SOC-4 

Cost  ot  Project 

pg  4-108  The  capital  costs  of  the  project  would  probably  be  $1  45B  What  would  the  expected  operations  and 
maintenance  costs  be? 

Section  4 12.4.2.2  of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  estimated  annual  operations  and  maintenance  costs 

37 

148-G 

SOC-4 

Cost  of  Project 

The  DEIS  has  not  summarized  information  on  the  relative  costs  of  the  project,  such  as  equipment  costs,  labor, 
loan  rates,  or  an  expected  rate  of  return  Without  an  understanding  of  this  type  of  information,  BLM  should  not 
agree  that  effective  and  reasonable  mitigation  measures  or  combined  alternatives  are  ruled  out  on  the  basis  of 
cost. 

The  projected  costs  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP  (including  equipment  and  labor  costs)  are 
provided  in  Section  4 12  4 2 1 of  the  draft  EIS  Additional  information  on  the  relative  capital  costs  of  various 
technoloaies  has  also  been  added  to  Section  2 11  and  Table  2 15  of  the  final  EIS  In  addition,  as  documented  in 
Chapters  2 and  5 of  the  draft  EIS  and  final  EIS.  BLM  has  incorporated  all  feasible  alternatives  and  suggested 
mitigation  measures  that  were  identified  in  scoping  and  during  public  comment 

2 

AA 

SOC-5 

Value  of  Nearby 
Homes/Certif  occupancy/cost 
of  new  wells 

Property  devaluation  is  reported  by  the  project  to  be  1 5%  when  it  is  completed  Properly  values  are  already 
compromised  by  the  economy  and  this  is  an  additional  factor  that  will  hurl  homeowners  in  the  area 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

9 

4A 

SOC-5 

Value  of  Nearby 
Homes/Certif  occupancy/cost 
of  new  wells 

Property  owners  will  not  have  the  funds  to  dig  additional  wells  to  sustain  their  homes  Certificate  of  Occupancy 
will  depend  on  water  being  available  to  the  homes. 

Groundwater  drawdown  imoacts  are  disclosed  in  Section  4 18.2  of  the  draft  EIS  Appendices  F and  G disclose 
the  amount  of  groundwater  drawdown  by  well  Further,  the  project  proponent  must  meet  the  ADWR  well 
spacing  requirements  of  A. A C Section  R12-15-1302  and  meet  industrial  use-type  permit  stipulations,  as  stated 
in  Sections  1 6 4 and  4 18  2.3  in  the  draft  EIS  Information  has  also  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4 18.2.3  1 that  provides  context  on  impacts  to  well  users  near  the  Proiect  Area. 

4 

84 

SOC-5 

Value  of  Nearby 
Homes/Certif  occupancy/cost 
of  new  wells 

My  property  value  will  decline  by  15%  - What  can  be  done  to  help  the  landowners  near  the  project  area. 

Section  4 12  2.2.3  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  with  property  value  impact-related  data  recently  released 
in  the  Draft  Programmatic  EIS  for  Solar  Energy  Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States.  No  compensation  is 
being  offered  to  landholders  in  the  area.;  such  compensation  is  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM 

1 

130-1 

SOC-5 

Value  of  Nearby 
Homes/Certif  occupancy/cost 
of  new  wells 

1 am  concerned  about  the  impact  a project  of  this  scale  will  have  on  my  land  value  Can  you  tell  me  if  there  is 
any  compensation  being  offered  to  land  holders  in  the  area.  For  example  discounted  power,  etc 

Section  4 12  2.2.3  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  with  property  value  impact-related  data  recently  released 
in  the  Draft  Programmatic  EIS  for  Solar  Energy  Development  in  Six  Southwestern  States  No  compensation  is 
bema  offered  to  landholders  in  the  area,  such  compensation  is  outside  the  iurisdiction  of  the  BLM 

2 

134-1 

SOC-5 

Value  of  Nearby 
Homes/Certif  occupancy/cost 
of  new  wells 

In  the  event  any  water  is  drawn  from  the  aquifer  please  set  up  a bond  that  will  provide  the  full  cost  of  dnlling  a 
new  well  at  a depth  equal  to  the  Sonoran  Project  in  the  event  our  water  is  sucked  dry 

Groundwater  drawdown  impacts  are  disclosed  in  Section  4 18  2 ADDendices  F and  G of  the  final  EIS  disclose 
the  amount  of  groundwater  drawdown  by  well  Further,  the  project  proponent  must  meet  the  ADWR  well 
spacing  requirements  of  A A C Section  R12-15-1302  and  meet  industrial  use-type  permit  stipulations,  as 
stated  m Sections  16  4 and  4 18  2.3  in  the  draft  EIS  Information  has  also  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4 18  2.3.1  that  provides  context  on  imoacts  to  well  users  near  the  Proiect  Area. 
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4 

134-1 

SOC-5 

Value  ol  Nearbv 

Please  provide  a written  auarantee  to  me  a homeowner  that  1 could  aive  a ootential  buver  of  mv  home  an 

3rovidina  a auarantee  of  water  availability  is  outside  of  the  BLM  s lunsdiction. 

Homes/Certif  occuDancv/cost 

accurate  disclosure  on  water  availability  and  aualitv/ 

ADDendices  F and  G of  the  final  EIS  have  been  uDdated  with  a comDlete  list  of  wells  surroundma  the  oroiect 

that  would  be  imoacted  bv  water  withdrawals  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  usma  Dhotovoltaic  technoloav 

to  aenerate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  mcorDorated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this 

alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analvzed  in  the  draft  EIS.  Under  this  sub-alternative,  drawdown 

moacts  from  SSEP  oumDina  will  be  less  than  1 foot,  after  5 vears.  and  30  vears  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 

alternatives  has  been  mcoroorated  into  Section  4 18  2 of  the  final  EIS 

20 

145-G 

SOC-6 

Tax  Revenue  and  Incentives 

Is  there  a potential  of  partnering  with  utility  companies  to  obtain  federal  and  state  energy  and  tax  credits 

Partnerships  between  the  project  proponent  and  utility  companies  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS  As  a result 
of  this  EIS  the  BLM  will  decide  whether  or  not  to  grant  a right-of-way  for  the  project  and,  if  granted,  under  what 
conditions 

64 

150-0 

SOI-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Impacts  to  soil  resources  are  one  of  the  most  challenging  issues  for  solar 
projects  proposed  in  the  desert.  As  seen  in  the  ongoing  permitting  process  for  the  proposed  Ivanpah  Solar 
Energy  Generating  System  in  California,  development  ol  adequate  drainage,  erosion,  and  sediment  control 
plans  is  a complicated,  time  consuming,  and  challenging  task  Desert  soils  are  particularly  fragile  and 
development  can  have  significant  impact  on  the  cryptogrammic  crust,  which  is  primarily  made  up  of 
cyanobacteria,  mosses,  and  lichens  When  these  soils  are  disturbed,  the  desert  land  generates  more  dust  and 
the  area  is  more  susceptible  to  invasive  plant  species  To  ensure  robust  environmental  protections  and  timely 
completion  of  permitting  documents  and  steps,  it  is  critical  that  both  the  project  applicant,  NexiEra.  and  the  BLM 
dedicate  adequate  time  and  resources  early  in  the  process  to  addressing  these  issues  thoroughly. 

Recommendation  The  DEIS  should  include  a thorough  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  the  soils,  including  any 
biological  soil  crusts,  as  well  as  the  potential  for  introducing  non-native  invasive  plant  species  An  alternative 
that  limits  the  impacts  relative  to  these  issues  should  be  developed  Both  the  applicant  and  the  BLM  should 
dedicate  adequate  time  and  resources  early  in  the  process  to  addressing  soil  resources  issues  adequately, 
including  through  the  preparation  of  a detailed  drainage,  erosion  and  sediment  control  plan  that  addresses 
these  potential  impacts  and  provides  mitigation  measures  that  will  render  these  hazards  to  a level  less  than 
significant 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Impacts  to  soil  resources  and  related  to  invasive  and  noxious  plant  species  are 
discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Sections  4.13  and  4 16.  respectively  The  reduced  footprint  alternative  (Alternative 
B)  that  was  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS  partially  addresses  soil  and  invasive  and  noxious  plant  species 
concerns  by  reducing  the  overall  level  of  ground  disturbance  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  Finally,  a 
photovoltaic  alternative  is  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  final  EIS  as  a sub-alternative  to  the  reduced  water  use 
alternative.  This  alternative  has  a smaller  footprint  than  Alternative  B and  therefore  would  further  reduce 
impacts  related  to  soils  and  invasive  and  noxious  plant  species  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action 

The  draft  EIS.  at  Table  2 1.  describes  the  aoDlicant-committed  environmental  protection  plans  that  address  the 
potential  impacts  to  drainage,  erosion,  and  sedimentation  In  addition,  these  potential  impacts  were  minimized 
through  project  design  features,  as  described  in  draft  EIS  Section  2 5 2.8,  On-site  Drainage  and  Discharge 
Facilities,  and  Section  2.5  3.3.  Civil  Works  Construction  Sequence  Site  Drainage 

21 

162J 

SOI-1 

General  Comment 

The  document  fails  to  clearly  explain  that  the  project  area  will  be  effectively  sterilized  Herbicide  use  is  not 
quantified,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  a soil  chemical  treatment  plan. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  to  soil  resources  are  disclosed  in  Section  4.13  of  the  draft  EIS  Section 
4 13  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  discussion  of  impacts  to  soils  related  to  herbicide  applications 
The  maximum  estimated  use  of  herbicides  has  been  Quantified  in  Section  4 6 Hazardous  Materials  and 
Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  of  the  final  EIS  Finally.  Section  4 13.9  (Potential  Mitiqation  Measures  [for  Soils]) 
has  been  revised  to  add  the  following  mitigation  measure:  'The  applicant  would  prepare  an  approved  herbicide 
use  plan,  or  combine  it  with  an  integrated  vegetation  management  plan,  to  ensure  that  all  herbicides  are  safely 
applied  at  the  minimum  necessarv  level  and  that  all  products  used  are  applied  at  a rate  to  minimize  adverse 
impacts  This  plan  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Plan  of  Development  (POD) " Section  4 13  9 has  also  been 
revised  to  include  these  potential  mitiqation  measures: 

• Use  herbicides  that  specifically  taraet  noxious  weeds  and  invasive  plant  species. 

• Avoid  the  use  of  herbicides  that  negatively  affect  biological  soil  crust  organisms  (i  e , those  that  target 

ohotosvnthetic  structures  and  functioning  versus  taraetina  roots  and  abovearound  structures) 

• Apply  herbicides  only  to  target  vegetation  and  not  across  the  entire  soil  surface  to  allow  biological  soil 

crust  oraanisms  to  develop  on  araded  areas  and  enhance  soil  stabilization 
Sections  1 4.2  and  2.3.1  of  the  final  EIS  explain  the  attachment  of  a POD  to  the  ROD,  including  incorporation  of 
all  potential  mitigation  measures  selected  by  BLM  for  inclusion 

22 

162-1 

SOI-5 

General  Comment 

It  is  currently  impossible  to  reclaim  Sonoran  Desert  lands  that  have  been  bladed,  compacted,  treated  for 
decades  with  herbicides,  and  treated  with  soil  stabilizers.  Soils  that  take  millennia  to  form  will  be  permanently 
altered,  compacted,  and  destroyed.  The  soil  disturbance  here  will  be  permanent 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  to  soil  resources  are  disclosed  in  Section  4.13  of  the  draft  EIS 

2 

38-1 

TAC-1 

General  Comment 

1 would  however  have  a requirement  that  the  power  be  sold  in  AZ  and  not  exported  to  CA  since  the  land  is  A Z 
public  land. 

Consideration  of  where  produced  power  would  be  sold  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  decision  to  be  made  by  the 
BLM  As  explained  in  Section  1 4 2 of  the  draft  EIS,  the  BLM  will  decide  whether  or  not  to  grant  a ROW  for  the 
project  and.  if  granted,  under  what  conditions  The  Arizona  Corporation  Commission  is  the  responsible 
decision-making  body  for  how  and  where  power  is  sold 

7 

129-G 

TAC-1 

General  Comment 

Another  option  to  help  mitigate  the  impact  on  the  groundwater  supply  would  be  to  condition  approval  of  any 
lease  on  the  project  utilizing  an  alternative  water  supply  when  it  becomes  available  If  the  pace  of  development 
returns  to  the  levels  seen  prior  to  2006  at  some  point  over  the  next  thirty  years,  there  may  be  a sufficient 
amount  of  reclaimed  water  available  within  a reasonable  distance  for  use  by  the  project 

It  would  be  inappropriate  to  condition  approval  of  the  SSEP  on  potential  future  alternative  water  supplies 
because  the  quantity  and  location  of  these  water  supplies  is  speculative  The  applicant  must  comply  with  st_a_te 
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29 

150-0 

TAC-1 

General  Comment 

In  describing  what  terms  and  conditions  will  be  required  of  NextEra,  the  DEIS  only  states  that,  in  the  ROD,  the 
BLM  Phoenix  District  Manager  will  determine  "appropriate  terms  and  conditions,  if  the  ROW  is  approved."  (p.  1- 
6)  BLM  should  provide  far  greater  certainty  on  what  exactly  these  terms  and  conditions  would  be,  so  that 
NextEra  and  members  of  the  public  can  determine  exactly  what  will  be  required  of  NextEra  should  the  ROW 
grant  be  approved  and  be  assured  that  they  are  clear  and  enforceable  BLM  should  specify  which  mitigation 
measures  will  be  required  as  terms  and  conditions  in  the  ROD 

Section  2 3 1 of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  permits,  approvals,  regulatory  compliance,  mitigation,  and  monitoring 
that  applies  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  action  alternatives  Likewise,  Section  2.3.2  of  the  draft  EIS  discusses 
applicant-committed  environmental  protection  measures  that  aoolv  to  all  action  alternatives  considered  in  the 
draft  EIS  The  final  EIS  has  been  clarified  to  reflect  that  all  of  these  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  the 
ROD  as  terms  and  conditions  of  the  ROW  grant  because  impact  analyses  were  completed  assuming  that  they 
would  be  in  place  Proposed  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  following  the  impact  analysis  for  each  resource 
or  use  Per  40  CFR  1505.2  and  1505.3  any  proposed  mitigation  measures  adopted  as  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  ROW  grant  will  be  clearly  identified  in  the  ROD  This  point  has  been  clarified  in  a new  Section  2.3  4 
Potential  Mitigation  Measures  in  the  final  EIS 

31 

150-0 

TAC-1 

General  Comment 

BLM  should  provide  certainty  on  the  terms  and  conditions  that  will  apply  to  SSEP  and  be  incorporated  in  the 
ROD  and  ROW  grant  This  information  should  be  included  in  the  supplement  to  the  DEIS  recommended  in 
section  IV  a.  of  these  comments,  as  well  as  in  the  FEIS 

Per  40  CFR  1505.2  and  1505.3,  any  proposed  mitigation  measures  adopted  as  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
ROW  grant  will  be  clearly  identified  in  the  ROD  This  point  has  been  clarified  in  a new  Section  2.3  4 Potential 
Mitigation  Measures  in  the  final  EIS. 

14 

139-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

Implementing  the  use  of  a van  pool  system  to  minimize  the  traffic  and  subsequent  air  emission  in  the  area 
should  also  be  a prerequisite  for  approval 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  Section  2 5.3  2 of  the  draft  EIS.  carpooling  is  discussed  and  it  is  assumed  that 
some  workers  would  carpool,  but  carpooling  would  not  be  required  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Section 
4 15  9 to  include  the  addition  of  a potential  mitigation  measure  implementing  a carpooling  system. 

1 

145-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

The  study  references  Jojoba  Road  and  its  intersection  with  SR  85  The  state  highway  system  does  not  include 
an  intersection  with  a road  of  this  name  From  previous  discussions  with  and  the  description  within  the  DEIS, 
ADOT  knows  and  signs  the  crossing  at  SR  85  as  Riggs  Road  From  correspondence  associated  with  an  initial 
traffic  impact  analysis  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Sonoran  Solar  project,  the  Maricopa  County  Department  of 
Transportation  also  does  not  recognize  Jojoba  Road  as  a road  in  Maricopa  County  From  the  context  in  the 
DEIS,  we  understand  the  report  to  use  Jojoba  Road  as  the  name  of  the  dirt  access  road  along  the  section  line. 
Please  refer  in  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  to  the  road  connecting  to  SR  85  as  Riggs  Road  so  as 
to  avoid  confusing  the  public  and  to  properly  identify  public  roads. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  draft  EIS.  the  traffic  analysis  referred  to  the  intersection  at  SR  85  as  Jojoba 
Road  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  all  instances  that  mention  "Jojoba  Road  at  SR85"  to  "Riggs  Road  at 
SR:85 " 

6 

145-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

The  DEIS  should  cite  the  following  document  for  SR  85  access  control  ADOT  Access  Management  Study; 
State  Route  85.  Interstate  9 to  Interstate  10,  State  Business  08,  Interstate  8 to  State  Route  85,  Final  Report 
September  2005 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  This  reference  was  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  in  Section  3.15 

7 

145-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

A portion  of  the  SSEP  lies  within  the  ongoing  Arizona  Department  of 
Transportation's  State  Route  (SR)  303L,  Riggs  Road  to  SR  801  (TRACS  No 

H7194)  - Alternatives  Selection  study  area  The  study  area  is  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  Dean  Road  section 
line  and  on  the  south  by  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  At  this  time  it  dees  not  appear  that  the  SSEP 
location  will  have  any  impacts  on  proposed  alternatives  for  the  SR  303L. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

14 

145-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

Section  3 15.3  Existing  Conditions  SR  85  is  not  totally  a four-lane,  rural,  median-divided  highway  between  Gila 
Bend  (1-8)  and  1-10  There  are  still  portions  that  are  two-lane,  two-way  roadway 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Section  3.15.3  to  reflect  the  two-lane  status  of 
certain  portions  of  SR;85. 

22 

145-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

page  4-121 

Footnote  5 is  unclear  in  meaning  - A LOS  of  B=>10??? 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  the  final  EIS  the  footnote  in  Section  4 15  2 has  been  revised  to  read  "LOS  B 
indicates  a 10-15  second  traffic  delav  (see  Table  3 47.  Section  3.15.3.2)" 

23 

145-G 

TRA-1 

General  Comment 

Table  4 64  - What  is  the  asterisk  for  in  the  title0 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  asterisk  in  the  title  corresponds  to  the  table  note  Table  4 64  has  been 
revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  have  a corresponding  asterisk  in  the  table  note 

15 

145-G 

TRA-2 

Methodology 

Pgs.  3-89,  92,  93.  4-122  & 123 

Tables  3.48.  3 49.  3 50.  4-62  & 4-63-  For  SR  85  Southbound  Mainline/Jojoba  Road,  should  there  be  Eastbound 
direction  data  as  an  Approach? 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Jojoba  Road  (Riggs  Road  as  revised  in  the  final  EIS)  eastbound  approach  is  not 
analyzed  due  to  an  eastbound  direction  not  being  included  as  access  to  the  site  No  construction  or  operational 
access  would  occur  on  Riggs  Road  east  of  the  Project  Area  except  for  in  cases  of  emergency.  This  has  been 
clarified  in  Section  2.5.2.10  Roads  and  Access  of  the  final  EIS 

4 

4A 

TRA-3 

Road  Reoair 

1600  construction  workers  are  exDected  to  work  on  this  oroiect  Increase  in  traffic  will  be  felt  as  the  workers 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  A new  Dotential  mitiaation  measure  to  address  this  concern  has  been  added  to 

commute  to  and  from  the  buildma  site  These  are  rural  roads  and  Riaas  Road  is  a araded  dirt  road  While  the 

Section  4 15.9  of  the  final  EIS.  Under  this  mitiaation  measure  Boulevard  would  contractually  reauire  its 

Droiect  is  encouraaina  emDlovee  traffic  to  be  from  the  Rte  85  and  Rte  8 entrance,  thev  cannot  mandate  it.  It  will 

construction  contractors  to  access  the  construction  site  from  SR-85  rather  than  other  surface/local  roads 

be  a shorter  commute  for  employees  to  use  the  Riaas  Road,  secondary  access  road  This  will  increase  dust 

and  will  conaest  traffic  Datterns  on  rural  roads  as  well  as  destroy  the  aualitv  of  these  rural  farm  roads 
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5 

4M 

TRA-3 

Road  Repair 

1600  construction  workers  are  expected  to  work  on  this  project  Increase  in  traffic  will  be  felt  as  the  workers 
commute  to  and  from  the  building  site  These  are  rural  roads  and  Riggs  Road  is  a graded  dirt  road  While  the 
project  is  encouraging  employee  traffic  to  be  from  the  Rte  85  and  Rte  8 entrance,  they  cannot  mandate  it  It  will 
be  a shorter  commute  for  employees  1o  use  the  Riggs  Road,  secondary  access  road.  This  will  increase  dust 
and  will  congest  traffic  patterns  on  rural  roads  as  well  as  destroy  the  quality  of  these  rural  farm  roads. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  A new  potential  mitigation  measure  to  address  this  concern  has  been  added 
(Section  4.15.91  of  the  final  EIS  Under  this  mitigation  measure  Boulevard  would  contractually  require  its 
construction  contractors  to  access  the  construction  site  from  SR;85  rather  than  other  surface/local  roads 

1 

124-1 

TRA-3 

Road  Repair 

1 have  concerns  about  further  road  damage  due  to  construction. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  information  regarding  road  damage 
during  construction  in  Sections  4 15  3,  including  the  addition  of  a potential  mitigation  measure  to  reduce  road 
damaqe  The  potential  mitiaation  measure  would  be  to  contractuallv  obliaate  construction  workers  to  exclusively 

use  SR-85  from  the  west  to  access  the  Proiect  Area,  not  Riqas  Road  from  the  east 

12 

129-G 

TRA-3 

Road  Repair 

Although  the  primary  access  to  the  site  will  be  from  the  west  off  of  SR85  and  will  be  paved,  the  DEIS  indicates 
that  there  may  be  secondary  access  to  the  site  from  the  east  (Page  2-22).  In  Chapter  4 the  DEIS  states  that  a 
secondary  access  road  will  be  built  from  the  east  from  Riggs  Road  to  access  the  well  field  (Page  4-70).  It  also 
notes  that  the  existing  Riggs  Road  would  serve  as  secondary  and  emergency  access  to  the  Project  Area  and 
that  it  would  be  maintained  or  upgraded  (if  needed)  and  provide  continued  access  to  adjacent  public  lands 
(Page  4-127)  Some  of  these  statements  appear  to  be  conflicting  The  DEIS  should  be  revised  to  clearly 
indicate  the  intent  regarding  improvements  to  the  secondary  access  to  the  project  via  Riggs  Road 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  2 5 2.10  Roads  and  Access  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify 
that  Riggs  Road  would  be  used  only  for  emergency  purposes  and  to  sporadically  access  the  well  field,  and 
would  not  be  authorized  as  a secondary  access  point  In  addition,  a new  potential  mitigation  measure  to 
address  this  concern  has  been  added  to  Section  4 15.93  of  the  final  EIS  Under  this  mitigation  measure 
Boulevard  would  contractually  require  its  construction  contractors  to  access  the  construction  site  from  SR:85  to 
the  west  of  the  Proiect  Area  rather  than  other  surface/local  roads  to  the  east  of  the  Proiect  Area 

5 

134-1 

TRA-3 

Road  Repair 

Please  repair  the  damage  to  our  roads  during  construction 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  information  regarding  road  damage 
during  construction  in  Sections  4 15  3,  , including  the  addition  of  a potential  mitigation  measure  to  reduce  road 
damaqe  in  Section  4.15.9.  The  potential  mitioation  measures  would  include  contractuallv  oblioatmo  construction 

workers  to  exclusivelv  use  SR-85  from  the  west  to  access  the  Proiect  Area,  and  restore  (or  fund  the  restoration 

of)  all  public  roads,  easements,  and  riqhts-of-wav  damaoed  due  to  oroiect-related  construction  activities  to 

orioinal  or  near-orioinal  condition  in  a timelv  manner,  as  directed  bv  BLM  Potential  repairs  and  restoration  of 

roads  mav  be  required  at  anv  time  durmo  the  construction  phase  of  the  proiect  to  assure  safe  moress  and 

eoress  to  all  vehicles 

24 

145-G 

TRA-3 

Road  Repair 

Table  4 64  - How  are  30  to  60  trucks  per  day  translated  into  the  peak  hour?  All  off-peak9 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  draft  EIS.  Section  4.15.3.1  states  that  30  to  60  trucks  per  day  would  be 
required  during  nonpeak  hours  To  clarify  the  following  was  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.15.3.1:  To 
analyze  peak  construction,  it  was  assumed  that  1 ,000  vehicles  carrying  construction  workers  would  be  driving 
to  and  from  the  Project  Area  each  dav  dunno  the  tvoical  AM  and  PM  peak  hours  Althouoh  most  of  the  workers 
would  be  expected  to  arrive  and  depart  during  these  peak  hours,  specialty  workers  would  be  expected  to  arrive 
on:site  during  nonpeak  hours 

3 

127-1 

TRA-4 

Traffic 

1 have  concerns  about  the  influx  of  construction  workers  and  resulting  traffic  blocks 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Please  see  Section  4 15  of  the  draft  EIS  for  a description  of  transportation-  and 
traffic-related  impacts  of  the  SSEP  Several  potential  mitioation  measures  have  been  included  in  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4.15.9.  includinq  the  potential  for  mandatory  access  points,  van/caroools.  and  repairmq  any  damaqe  to 

existino  roads. 

13 

129-G 

TRA-4 

Traffic 

With  the  planned  paving  of  the  access  road  between  SR85  to  the  project  and  upgrades  to  Riggs  Road,  an 
indirect  impact  may  be  an  increase  in  traffic  using  Riggs  Road  as  a shortcut  from  Rainbow  Valley  Road  to 
SR85  While  limited  improvement  of  Riggs  Road  may  be  all  that  is  necessitated  due  to  the  amount  of  traffic 
expected  to  be  generated  by  the  project  itself,  a significant  increase  in  traffic  on  this  route  may  result  in 
additional  maintenance  In  addition  to  clarifying  the  intent  regarding  the  level  of  improvements  planned  to  the 
secondary  access  to  the  project,  consideration  should  be  given  to  requiring  a higher  level  of  improvement  in 
anticipation  of  the  additional  traffic  that  will  be  attracted  to  the  area  by  even  minimal  improvements  to  this  route 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  2.5  2 10  Roads  and  Access  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clanfy 
that  Riggs  Road  would  be  used  only  for  emergency  purposes  and  to  sporadically  access  the  well  field,  and 
would  not  be  authorized  as  a secondary  access  point. 

Section  4.15  Transportation  and  Traffic  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  disclose  that  although  Riggs  Road 
is  not  proposed  for  use  by  construction  or  regular  operational  traffic,  there  would  be  a risk  of  unauthorized  use 
As  a result  of  this  potential,  a new  potential  mitigation  measure  to  address  this  concern  has  been  added  to 
Section  4.15.9  of  the  final  EIS  Under  this  mitigation  measure  Boulevard  would  contractually  require  its 
construction  contractors  to  access  the  construction  site  from  SR:85  rather  than  other  surface/local  roads 

12 

139-G 

TRA-4 

Traffic 

SR  85  from  1-10  south  to  the  proposed  SSEP  site  is  constructed  as  a major  transportation  corridor  As  such,  all 
construction  traffic  and  all  subsequent  permanent  site  traffic  must  be  directed  to  utilize  this  route  Other 
surface/local  roads  in  the  area  are  not  improved  to  manage  the  projected  volume  of  traffic  or  types  of  vehicles. 
Assuring  the  traffic  is  kept  off  local  streets  is  a concern  of  Town  Buckeye  local  elected  officials 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  A new  potential  mitigation  measure  to  address  this  concern  has  been  added  to 
Section  4 15  9 of  the  final  EIS.  Under  this  mitigation  measure  Boulevard  would  contractually  require  its 
construction  contractors  to  access  the  construction  site  from  SR;85  rather  than  other  surface/local  roads 

9 

143-B 

TRA-4 

Traffic 

Boulevard  requests  that  the  BLM  update  the  traffic  and  access  information  throughout  the  document  based  on 
the  Final  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  (TIA)  submitted  to  the  Arizona  Department  of  Transportation  in  May  2010,  This 
information  was  not  finalized  prior  to  release  of  the  DEIS  The  TIA  now  contains  the  most  current  information 
related  to  how  traffic  will  be  managed,  as  well  as  clarifications  of  the  primary  access  for  the  Project 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  analysis  in  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  incorporate  the  May  2011  Final 
Traffic  Impact  Analysis. 

255 

143-B 

TRA-4 

Traffic 

pg  4-122  Section  4 15  New  TIA  document  provides  updated  information  regarding  traffic  numbers,  intersection 
design,  road  names,  etc  For  example-  Jojoba  Road  is  no  longer  the  correct  name  of  the  access  road.  Updated 
version  of  TIA  should  be  used  and  referenced  for  correct  information 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  analysis  in  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  incorporate  the  May  2011  Final 
Traffic  Impact  Analysis 
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21 

145-G 

TRA-4 

Traffic 

pg  4-129,  Section  4.15.7.1 

This  subsection  presents  an  additional  mitigation  measure  intended  to  alleviate  congestion  and  queuing  created 
during  peak  morning  construction  workers  commuting  to  the  site.  The  proposed  mitigation  measure  ot 
uniformed  officers  to  direct  traffic  is  the  same  as  the  one  proposed  to  ADOT  by  the  developer  in  an  initial  traffic 
impact  analysis  (TIA).  The  TIA  is  the  initial  document  needed  from  the  developer  in  acquiring  an  encroachment 
permit  from  ADOT  for  its  effects  on  traffic  on  SR  85  We  realize  that  the  drafting  of  the  DEIS  overlaps  the 
preparation  of  the  developer's  TIA  and  encroachment  permit  application.  Following  ADOTs  rejection  of 
uniformed  officers  to  direct  traffic,  the  proposed  mitigation  has  changed.  Although  still  under  review  and  not  yet 
approved  by  ADOT,  the  revised  TIA  recommends  temporarily  prohibiting  left  turns  from  southbound  SR  85  onto 
Riggs  Road 

Instead,  traffic  would  proceed  to  the  next  intersection  and  turn  onto  the  frontage  road  at  the  Patterson  Road 
traffic  interchange  (Tl).  A full  diamond  Tl,  the  Patterson  Road  Tl  presents  a safer  alternative  to  the  use  of 
uniformed  officers  and  lane  reductions  We  recommend  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  replace 
references  to  the  use  of  uniformed  officers  as  an  alternative  mitigation  measure  with  the  language  "In  a traffic 
impact  analysis  submitted  to  the  Anzona  Department  of  Transportation,  the  developer  has  proposed  prohibition 
of  left  turns  by  southbound  traffic  on  SR  85  onto  Riggs  Road  Final  approval  of  an  alternative  mitigation 
measure  for  traffic  is  expected  shortly  after  details  of  a lane  closure  are  worked  out " 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  Due  to  desian  chanaes.  a uniformed  officer  is  no  lonaer  beina  considered  as  a 
DOtential  mitiaation  measure  This  information  has  been  removed  from  the  final  EIS  The  suaaested  lanauaae 
has  been  modified  for  consistency  and  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 15  9. 

1 

144-G 

TRA-5 

Cumulative  impacts 

Section  4.20  4 13  Transportation  and  Traffic.  Third  Paragraph  Please  include  discussion  on  the  Hassayampa 
Freeway  and  transportation  network  identified  in  the  Interstates  8/10  Transportation  Framework  Study 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  This  reference  has  been  incorporated  into  the  analysis  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4 20  4.13 

5 

145-G 

TRA-5 

Cumulative  impacts 

In  the  Transportation  and  Traffic  Section  (3  15)  there  is  reference  to  the  connection  to  SR  85  occurring  at  the 
future  location  of  the  Jojoba  Road  traffic  interchange  In  the  Cumulative  Impacts  Section  (4  20)  there  is  a 
discussion  of  the  coordination  efforts  undertaken  to  identify  reasonably  foreseeable  actions.  There  is  no 
indication  of  when  the  Jojoba  Road  traffic  interchange  is  planned  to  be  constructed  If  it  is  not  in  the  current 
ADOT  plan,  then  it  should  be  indicated  as  such  in  Section  3. 1 5.  If  there  is  a funded  construction  project  or  a 
planned  project,  then  it  should  be  referenced  in  both  Sections  3.15  and  4 20 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Sections  3 15  and  4 20  to  reflect  that  the 
current  ADOT  State  Transportation  Implementation  Program,  which  goes  out  to  2013,  has  no  plans  for  this 
intersection. 

8 

145-G 

TRA-5 

Cumulative  impacts 

The  SSEP's  proposed  secondary  access  road  from  Riggs  Road  in  the  east  appears  to  be  in  conflict  with  the 
proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway  shown  in  the  Maricopa  Association  of  Government's  (MAG)  Hidden  Valley 
Transportation  Framework  Study  Consideration  should  be  given  to  minimizing  future  impacts  to  this  access 
and  associated  waterlines  More  information  regarding  the  proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway  can  be  found  at  the 
website,  http://www.bqaz  org/hasReporis  asp 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Information  on  potential  impacts  to  the  proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway  has  been 
added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 20  4 13.1 

9 

145-G 

TRA-5 

Cumulative  impacts 

The  access  road  from  the  west  and  the  Generation  Tie-Line  will  be  impacted  in  the  future  by  MAG's  proposed 
Hassayampa  Freeway  These  impacts  may  include  a freeway  crossing  of  the  access  road  and  the  Generation 
Tie-Line  along  with  impacts  to  access  along  SR  85  if  a system  to  system  interchange  is  built  between  SR  85 
and  the  proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway  See  Map  2 More  information  regarding  the  proposed  Hassayampa 
Freeway  can  be  found  at  the  website.  http://www  bqaz.org/hasReporls  asp 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Information  on  potential  cumulative  impacts  to  the  proposed  Hassayampa 
Freeway  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.20.4.13.1 

10 

145-G 

TRA-5 

Cumulative  impacts 

Map  26  "Reasonable  foreseeable  actions"  shows  the  proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway  adjacent  to  the  SSEP 
site  from  the  site's  southeast  comer.  The  freeway  is  then  shown  traveling  due  west  from  a point  near  the  site's 
western  corner  This  appears  to  place  the  proposed  Hassayampa  Freeway  less  than  one  mile  away  from  the 
Sonoran  Deserl  National  Monument  This  is  contrary  to  what  is  shown  in  the  Hidden  Valley  Transportation 
Framework  Study  which  maintains  a minimum  distance  of  one  mile  separation  A one  mile  separation  will  create 
future  impacts  to  the  sites  access  road  and  generation  tie-line  More  information  regarding  the  proposed 
Hassayampa  Freeway  can  be  found  at  the  website.  http://www  bqaz  org/hasReports.asp 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  In  response  to  this  concern,  information  on  potential  cumulative  impacts  to  the 
Hassayampa  Freeway  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS,  and  Map  26  (now  Map  32  in  the  final  EIS)  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  MAG’s  conceptual  Hassavampa  Freewav  alianment 

13 

139-G 

TRA-6 

Road  improvements/redesign 

It  is  also  imperative  that  the  construction  of  roads  accessing  the  site  be  in  concert  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  area  transportation  planning  documents,  such  as  the  MAG  l-10/Hassayampa  Valley  Roadwork 
Framework  Study  and  the  1-8  & 1-10  Hidden  Valley  Roadway  Framework  Study  Construction  of  infrastructure  at 
the  site  must  support  or  enhance  the  greater  transportation  needs  of  the  area 

Supporting  and  enhancing  the  greater  transportation  needs  of  the  area  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  federal 
decision  to  be  made  on  this  project 

Information  on  future  highway/freeway  planning  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section,  4 15,  and  4 20  4 13 

2 

145-G 

TRA-6 

Road  improvements/redesign 

Consider  use  of  acceleration  lanes  from  westbound  Jojoba  Road  to  northbound  and  southbound  SR  85,  during 
the  construction  period  only.  It  is  stated  that  there  will  be  a considerable  amount  of  truck  traffic  using  this  route 
during  the  construction  period  This  improvement  would  help  the  Jojoba  Road  turrmg  traffic  get  up  to  speed 
prior  to  merging  into  the  two  lanes  of  SR  85  through  traffic. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  An  additional  potential  mitigation  measure  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4 15  9.5:  To  mitigate  the  potential  impacts  to  LOS.  an  acceleration  lane  shall  be  included  on  the  south 
and  northbound  lanes  of  SR;85  during  construction  only 

A-74 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  A Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Table  A. 2 Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

4 

145-G 

TRA-6 

Road  improvements/redesign 

Several  geometric  and  striping  alternatives  were  developed  in  late  2009  by  Boulevard  Associates,  LLC, 
Buckeye.  A Z,  as  alternatives  for  the  SR  85  Northbound  Ramp/Jojoba  Road  "T  intersection,  for  potential  better 
operating  conditions,  especially  for  larger  trucks  (WB-67)  Have  these  been  addressed  or  will  they  be 
addressed  in  another  phase  of  the  project? 

The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  at  Section  2.5.2.10  Roads  and  Access  to  depict  (Figure  2.10)  and  descnbe  the 
SR-85/Riqqs  Road  intersection  desian  Drooosed  in  the  revised  TIA  for  the  Droiect.  which  was  selected  in 
coordination  between  Boulevard,  ADOT/MCDOT  and  the  A Z State  Land  Department 

3 

145-G 

TRA-7 

Traffic  speed 

Consider  advance  signing  on  SR  85  indicating  "Slow  Traffic  Ahead"  or  "Construction  Vehicles  Ahead"  or  other 
ways  of  slowing  the  SR  85  traffic  down  such  as,  attenuator  mounted  VMS  or  temporary  reduction  of  the  SR  85 
speed  limit  during  construction  penod  only). 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  in  Section  4.15.9  to  include  advance  signage  as  a 
potential  mitigation  measure 

1 

81-1 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

This  project  of  3-4  acres  of  these  solar  panels,  would  lot  of  cactus  and  nature  be  destroyed? 

Section  4 16  of  the  draft  EIS.  Vegetation  and  Special-status  Species,  specifically  describes  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  vegetation  communities  and  Arizona  State-protected  cacti  The  acres  of 
long-term  and  short-term  impacts  to  vegetation  communities  are  described  in  Section  4 16  2 of  the  draft  EIS 
The  acres  of  disturbance  that  would  negatively  affect  protected  plant  species  are  described  in  Section  4.16  3 of 
the  draft  EIS  Mitigation  measures  that  are  proposed  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  extent  and  degree  of  these 
impacts  are  listed  in  Section  4 16.5  of  the  draft  EIS 

6 

137-T 

VEG-1 

(This  got 
coded  as 
VEG  but  it  is 
more  ol  a 
wildlife 
comment  so 
1 put  it  here  - 
BTG) 

General  Comment 

Concerns  about  the  effect  of  ground  water  pumping  on  surface  waters,  impacts  on  the  nearby  Gila  River  that 
contains  protected  riparian  and  wetland  habitat  for  the  endangered  Yuma  Clapper  Rail,  the  endangered  yellow- 
billed cuckoo,  and  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher 

Potential  impacts  to  surface  waters  are  discussed  in  Section  4 18  of  the  draft  EIS  On  page  4-164  of  the  draft 
EIS.  the  second  full  paragraph  explains  that  the  Gila  River  is  hydrologically  disconnected  from  the  Rainbow 
Valley  aquifer  and  that  therefore  no  impacts  to  the  flow  of  the  Gila  River  are  expected 

Appendix  E of  the  draft  EIS  lists  special-status  species  excluded  from  the  analysis  (including  Yuma  clapper  rail 
yellow-billed  cuckoo,  and  southwestern  willow  flycatcher)  and  provides  reasons  for  their  exclusion 

21 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

Creosote  bush  - most  writers  today  give  the  common  name  of  this  plant  as  "creosote  bush,"  while  some 
continue  using  "creosotebush."We  presume  either  is  acceptable  However,  "creosote"  is  a pine  tar  distillation 
product,  not  a desert  plant  We  suggest  doing  a universal  search  for  "creosote"  and  making  the  appropriate 
correction  wherever  it  is  used. 

All  references  to  "creosote"  as  a stand-alone  term  have  been  revised  to  read  "creosotebush"  in  the  final  EIS. 

63 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-94  Section  3 16  1 

(Brown  1994)  is  an  incorrect  citation  The  Sonoran  Desertscrub  chapter  in  that  publication  was  authored  by 
RM  Turner  and  D.E  Brown  Brown  was  the  editor  but  each  chapter  was  authored  separately  and  should  be 
cited  that  way  Also  the  correct  original  authorship  date  was  1982 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  citation  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  the  correct  author  and 
date 

64 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-94  Section  3.16  1 

Lower  Colorado  Valley  Subdivision  should  be  Lower  Colorado  River  Valley  Subdivision 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  "Lower  Colorado  River  Valley 
Subdivision." 

65 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-95  Section  3.16.2.1 

Currently  written  as  "the  BA  was  been  submitted",  should  be  "the  BA  has  been  submitted" 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  "the  BA  has  been  submitted  " 

66 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-97  Section  3.16.3 

Irregular  use  of  generic  names  - i.e  name  given  for  cholla  but  not  saguaro 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  the  species  scientific  name  for  saguaro 

67 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-98  Section  3.16.3  2 

No  scientific  name  for  ironwood,  but  everything  else  is  named 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  scientific  name  is  only  given  for  species  the  first  time  they  are  identified  in  the 
Chaptpr  nr  Spc.tmn  Ironwood  is  listed  with  its  scientific  name  in  the  first  DaraaraDh  of  Section  3 16.3  of  the  draft 
EIS. 

68 

143-B 

VEG-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-101  Section  3 16  5.3 

The  buffelgrass  discussion  really  should  mention  fire  inasmuch  as  the  buffelgrass  threat  to  the  Sonoran  Desert 
resides  almost  wholly  with  its  ability  to  burn  and  the  Sonoran  Desert  s inability  to  tolerate  fire 

Section  3 16.5  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  brief  discussion  of  each  weed  species'  potential  to 
contribute  to  increased  fuel  loading  and  fire  frequency  where  native  plant  species  are  not  adapted  to  fire 
disturbance  Section  4.16  4 of  the  draft  EIS  contains  discussion  of  potential  impacts  to  vegetation  communities 
and  wildlife  from  increased  fuel  loading  and  fire  'requency  under  the  action  alternatives  Section  4 16  1 3 of  the 
final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  general  discussion  of  the  potential  for  impacts  from  increased  fuel  loading 
and  fire  frequency  and  intensity  from  nonnative  grass  invasion. 
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22 

161-G 

VEG-2 

Plant  salvage 

Also,  will  some  plants  such  ironwood.  paloverde  and  mesquite  be  salvaged9 

Section  4 16  1 2 of  the  draft  EIS  provides  a discussion  of  the  salvage  of  native  plant  species  protected  under 
Arizona  Native  Plant  Law  in  both  long-term  use  and  temporary  use  areas  Section  4.16.3  of  the  draft  EIS 
provides  specific  discussion  of  saguaro  cactus  salvage  requirements  In  addition  to  Arizona  Native  Plant  Law 
requirements  for  salvage  of  native  plants,  Section  4 16.5.1  of  the  draft  EIS  presents  potential  mitigation 
measures  that  include  salvaging  native  plants,  which  would  include  ironwood,  palo.verde,  and  mesquite.  for  use 
in  revegetation  activities. 

65 

150-0 

VEG-3 

Invasives 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  DEIS  should  include  a thorough  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  the  soils, 
including  any  biological  soil  crusts,  as  well  as  the  potential  for  introducing  non-native  invasive  plant  species 

In  the  draft  EIS  section  4.16  1 Analysis  Area  and  Analysis  Assumptions  presents  a discussion  of  impacts  to 
Sonoran  Desert  biological  soil  crusts  (BSCs)  and  associated  plant  species  and  vegetation  communities  as  a 
result  of  proiect  activities  These  impacts  are  referred  to  in  the  draft  EIS  in  the  appropriate  portions  of  Section 
4 16  Project-related  noxious  and  invasive  plant  species  impacts,  as  well  as  the  negative  impacts  of  weed 
invasion  on  BSCs.  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 16  13  Analysis  of  the  relative  impacts  to  plants, 
vegetation  communities,  and  BSCs  and  soil  crust  and  vegetation  recovery  during  and  after  the  life  of  the  project 
are  discussed  throuahout  Section  4 16  of  the  draft  EIS  Mitiaation  measures  for  the  recovery  of  soils, 
veqetation,  and  BSCs  are  discussed  in  Section  4 16.5  1 of  the  draft  EIS 

1 

120-G 

VEG-4 

Reclamation 

pg  4-142  talks  about  salvage,  and  storage  of  the  top  inch  of  biological  soil  crust  (BSC),  for  both  temporary  and 
long  term  disturbances  This  seems  infeasible  to  me  would  they  really  store  the  top  inch  of  3.600  acres  for  30 
years?  One  clue  that  I'm  not  understanding  this  correctly,  or  the  section  may  be  written  poorly,  is  that  the 
subsequent  steps  - artificial  soil  stabilization,  site  augmentation  and  mnoculation  would  not  seem  to  be 
necessary  if  you  saved  all  the  BSC 

Section  4 16  5 1 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  potential  mitigation  for  BSCs  for  short-term  versus 
long-term  disturbance  areas  The  purpose  of  BSC  salvage  is  to  provide  site-appropriate  moculant  material  for 
site  reclamation.  The  objective  of  artificial  soil  stabilization  is  to  retain  the  soil  and  prevent  losses  to  wind-  or 
water-erosion  Section  4 16.5  1 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  this  objective  The  objective  of  site 
augmentation  is  to  restore  the  original  microtopographic  features  of  the  site  to  the  extent  feasible  Section 
4 16.5.1  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarify  this  objective  The  objective  of  inoculation  with  BSCs  is  to 
restore  site-appropriate  BSC  organisms  and/or  propagules  Inoculation  does  not  meet  the  objectives  of  either 
soil  stabilization  or  site  augmentation  measures 

2 

124-1 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

have  concerns  about  lighting  in  the  area. 

Changes  to  lighting  in  the  Project  Area  and  surrounding  area  are  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4.17.3.4 
Nighttime  Lighting  and  Extent  of  Skyglow 

2 

128-1 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

Landscaping  may  help  to  hide  visual  effects 

Required  measures  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Sections  3 16.2  and  416  1.4,  although  targeted  at  vegetation 
resources,  would  also  reduce  the  visual  impacts  of  the  SSEP.  Further,  in  the  ROD  the  BLM  may  require  or 
encourage  the  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  the  final  EIS  in  Sections  4 16  5 and  4.17.9 

1 

133d 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

We  own  several  parcels  of  land  in  Rainbow  Valley.  Some  of  these  parcels  border  on  Airport  Road  This  makes 
your  western  fence  along  Airport  Road  to  be  virtually,  if  not  literally,  our  backyard  fence.  If  this  fence  is 
constructed  where  it  is  presently  planned,  1 believe  that  someone  standing  on  our  property  looking  at  the  miles- 
ong  fence  would  reasonably  feel  very  much  like  being  in  a prison  courtyard  surrounded  by  the  prison  fence  1 
am  sure  other  owners  with  property  bordering  on  Airport  Road  would  share  our  concerns  The  key  attraction  of 
this  property  has  always  been  that  it  is  surrounded  by  the  beauty  of  the  Sonoran  Desert 

The  proposed  chain-link  fence  was  included  in  visual  simulations  for  the  project  A visual  simulation  companng 
the  existing  condition  viewshed  to  the  proposed  condition  viewshed  was  conducted  for  a point  on  Ocotillo  Road 
(KOP  13)  looking  toward  the  west  This  visual  simulation  (or  photograph)  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS.  in 
Appendix  H The  photograph  demonstrates  that  topography  and  the  set-back  distance  of  60  feet  renders  the 
fence  virtually  undetectable  from  KOP  13. 

2 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

An  example  of  where  figures  would  be  very  helpful  is  in  the  visual  resources  section  A simple  written 
discussion  of  the  size  and  height  of  certain  components  of  the  Project  leads  the  reader  to  believe  that  impacts 
may  be  very  noticeable,  when  in  reality  the  effects  of  terrain,  vegetation,  and  the  significant  distances  involved 
sen/e  to  mitigate  view-shed  impacts  Boulevard  feels  that  this  is  most  easily  made  clear  by  simply  looking  at 
visual  simulations  which  could  be  included  in  the  document 

Visual  simulations  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Appendix  H 

11 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

P9  ES-11 

Remove  the  last  sentence  that  states  "Reflection  from  the  solar  panels  would  be  visible  for  some  distance 
adjacent  to  the  project  area  " This  statement  is  false  since  the  panels  are  shaped  and  designed  such  that  there 
s no  reflection 

The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  and  now  uses  the  terms  "glint"  and  "glare"  to  discuss  reflection- 
related  visual  impacts  rather  than  the  term  "reflection." 

257 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-145  Section  4.17.1 

KOPs  were  selected  to  represent  critical  view  points  for  each  of  the  three  sensitive  viewer  types  including  a 
variety  of  viewing  conditions  and  distance  zones  within  the  15-mile  APVE  Two  additional  viewers  outside  of  the 
1 5-mile  APVE  were  identified  by  special  interest  groups. 

The  text  has  been  changed  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 17  1 to  note  that  the  KOPs  were  selected  to  represent 
critical  view  points  for  each  of  the  three  sensitive  viewer  types  including  a variety  of  viewing  conditions  and 
distance  zones  within  the  15-mile  area  of  potential  visual  effects  This  section  has  also  been  updated  to  explain 
that  one  of  the  KOPs  falls  outside  the  15-mile  area  of  potential  visual  effects  This  KOP  was  identified  by  special 
interest  orouDS  In  addition,  a footnote  has  been  added  to  Chapter  3 that  explains  that  visibility  analyses  were 
conducted  from  Woolsev  Peak  located  in  the  Woolsev  Peak  Wilderness  as  suggested  during  a special  interest 

group  meeting  Based  on  the  results  of  the  visibility  analysis  and  its  distance  from  the  Proiect  (aoDroximatelv  20 

miles).  Woolsev  Peak  mav  have  isolated  long  distance  views  from  potential  dispersed  recreation  viewers 
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258 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-145  Section  4.17.3.1  Impacts  to  scenic  quality  not  stated 

Scenic  guality  is  evaluated  during  the  Visual  Resource  Inventory  process  which  precedes  the  assignment  of 
Visual  Management  Classes  for  all  BLM  lands,  not  during  the  evaluation  of  impacts  from  the  proposed  project 
Impacts  to  visual  resources  are  evaluated  using  the  contrast  rating  system  (BLM  Manual  Section  8431 ) which 
provides  a systematic  means  to  evaluate  proposed  projects  and  determine  whether  these  projects  conform  with 
the  approved  VRM  objectives  Texture,  form,  color,  and  line  are  used  to  determine  the  level  of  contrast  (weak, 
moderate,  strong)  that  a project  would  impose  on  the  landscape  It  also  provides  a means  to  identify  mitigating 
measures  to  minimize  adverse  visual  impacts  The  contrast  rating  system  was  used  to  describe  impacts  from 
the  SSEP  to  visual  resources  Additional  contrast  rating  information  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4 17  Visual  Resources. 

259 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-146  Section  4.17.3.1  "During  the  long-term  operation  of  the  SSEP,  the  regular  geometric  forms  and  strong 
horizontal  and  vertical  lines  associated  with  the  solar  fields,  power  blocks,  co-firing  boiler  stack,  and  cooling 
towers  would  result  in  a visual  contrast  with  the  irregular,  organic  forms  and  colors  of  the  existing  landform  and 
vegetation  " Level  of  visual  contrast  for  the  Project  not  stated 

A statement  discussing  the  degree  of  contrast  for  this  landscape  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4.17.3.1 

260 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-146  Section  4.17.3.1  "Although  concentrated  light  would  not  be  directly  reflected  toward  any  of  the  KOPs, 
the  solar  thermal  troughs,  when  viewed  from  elevated  viewing  positions  at  certain  times  of  the  day,  would  reflect 
the  sky,  resulting  in  intermittent  bright  colors  that  would  contrast  with  the  dull  hues  of  the  surrounding  tan  soils 
and  grey-green  vegetation."  Level  of  visual  contrast  for  the  Project  not  stated 

A statement  discussing  the  degree  of  contrast  for  this  landscape  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4.17.3.1. 

261 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  1-146  Section  4 17.3.2  Impacts  for  sensitive  viewers  (and  associated  KOPs)  are  not  stated 

Section  4 17  3.2  of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  impacts  to  sensitive  viewer  types  (travel  routes,  recreation  areas, 
and  residences)  from  each  applicable  KOP  Impacts  are  generally  discussed  in  terms  of  components  of  the 
SSEP  that  would  be  visible  in  foreground,  middleground,  and  background  distance  zones  Visual  contrast 
ratings  at  KOPs  2 and  6-17  are  also  discussed  Visual  contrast  level  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  this 
section  for  KOPs  1, 3,  4,  5,  and  18 

262 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  1-146  Section  4 17  3.2  KOP  5.  1 , 2,  6,  and  17  Suggest  replacing  "visible  against  the  backdrop"  to 
backdropped  for  consistency  with  BLM  visual  terminology 

The  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 17 

263 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  1-146  Section  4 17.3.2  KOP  5:  Visual  contrast  level  not  stated 

A statement  discussing  the  degree  of  contrast  for  this  landscape  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4 17.3  2. 

265 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  1-146  Section  4 17  3.2  Visual  sensitivity  not  stated  for  all  travelway  viewers  (KOPs  5,  7,  8.  1 1,  and  16) 

The  term  "visual  sensitivity"  is  typically  used  for  visual  impacts  analysis  on  U S.  Forest  Service  lands  Impacts  to 
visual  resources  on  BLM  lands  are  evaluated  using  the  contrast  rating  system  (Manual  Section  8431 ) which 
provides  a systematic  means  to  evaluate  proposed  projects  and  determine  whether  these  projects  conform  to 
the  approved  VRM  objectives  Visual  sensitivity  is  incorporated  into  BLM's  visual  resource  impacts  analysis 
through  KOP  selection.  KOP  selection  is  based,  in  part,  on  the  number  of  people  that  will  be  at  the  viewpoint, 
the  slope  aspect,  etc. 

266 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  1-146  4 Section  4 17.3.2  KOP  3,  4:  Visual  contrast  and  viewing  condition  not  stated  for  either  viewing 
location.  KOP  3 is  at  a level  viewing  condition  whereas  KOP  4 is  superior. 

Visual  contrast  information  for  KOPs  1 3 4 5.  and  18  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.17. 
Additionally,  viewina  condition  information  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.17  for  KOPs  3 and  4 

267 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  1-146  Section  4 17.3.2  KOP  18:  The  bright  reflective  mirrors  would  contrast  with  the  dull  hues  of  the  existing 
developments,  fields,  and  surrounding  tan  soils  and  gray-green  vegetation  " Visual  contrast  not  stated 

A statement  discussing  the  degree  of  contrast  for  this  landscape  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4 17.3.2. 

268 

143-B 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-148  Section  4 17.3.2  KOP  10,  12,  and  17:  "The  regular  geometnc  forms  and  strong  form  and  lines 
associated  with  the  solar  fields  and  power  block  stacks  would  result  in  moderate  contrast  with  the  irregular, 
organic  forms  of  the  existing  landform  and  vegetation  The  distance  from  this  KOP  would  further  reduce 
contrast " The  technical  report  states  that  weak  contrast  is  anticipated  for  KOP  10  and  weak/moderate  contrast 
for  KOP  12  or  17 

The  followina  chanaes.  based  on  the  updated  visual  resources  technical  report,  have  been  made  in  Section 
4 17  3 2 of  the  final  EIS:  1 ) a moderate  contrast  ratma  was  added  for  KOP  10  and  2)  the  contrast  ratmas  for 
KOP  12  were  chanaed  from  weak/moderate  to  weak/moderate/strona 

69 

150-0 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  It  is  clear  that  there  will  be  significant  visual  impacts  from  the  construction  of 
the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  project — especially  given  its  proximity  to  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  and 
to  the  North  Maricopa  Wilderness  Area  The  construction  of  a large-scale  industrial  development  anywhere  on 
public  lands  will  entail  significant  visual  impacts,  and  the  benefits  which  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  project  will 
provide  may  well  outweigh  the  costs  of  the  visual  impacts  from  this  development.  Recommendation  The  BLM 
should  analyze  visual  impacts  from  the  project  and  strategies  to  minimize  those  impacts,  as  well  as  require  best 
management  practices  to  further  limit  visual  impacts  The  BLM  should  ensure  that  the  project  complies  with  all 
Visual  Resource  Management  requirements  and  objectives. 

Impacts  to  visual  resources  from  the  SSEP  and  strategies  to  minimize  visual  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section 
4 17  of  the  draft  EIS 
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24 

162-1 

VIS-1 

General  Comment 

I'm  a little  taken  aback  by  the  DEIS  comments  regarding  how  visual  and  sound  impacts  would  be  lessened  as 
visitors  move  toward  the  center  of  SDNM  or  North  Maricopa  Wilderness  Using  that  sort  of  mitigation  logic, 
visual  impacts  would  be  completely  eliminated  if  1 poked  my  eyes  out  with  a spoon 

This  part  of  the  statement  was  not  intended  to  be  mitigation  but  rather  to  show  that  as  a visitor  moves  to  the 
interior  of  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  or  North  Maricooa  Wilderness.  toDoaraDhv.  distance  and 
elevation  changes  would  make  the  SSEP  less  visible  A statement  noting  this  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4 111  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Characteristics  Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions 

2 

142-1 

VIS-2 

Analysis  Methodology 

The  DEIS  does  not  address  the  impact  of  glare  from  the  arrays  of  parabolic  mirrors.  This  impact  can  be 
significant  and  extend  for  miles  beyond  the  analysis  area  1 wish  to  point  out  the  presentation  "Visual  Impact 
Assessment  of  Utility-Scale  Solar  Energy  Development  on  BLM  Lands"  by  Robert  Sullivan  of  the  Argonne 
National  Laboratory,  given  at  the  BLM  Renewal  Energy  Summit,  held  August  31  - September  3,  2009,  at  Las 
Vegas,  NV  The  presentation  included  the  following  points 

(a)  Non-PV  systems  have  thousands  of  highly  polished  mirrors  subject  to  glare,  (b)  Specular  reflection  (glare)  is 
a concern,  eg,  Ivanpah,  Nevada  Solar  One-At  low  sun  angles  or  elevated  views,  eg,  on  roads,  in  mountain- 
May  extend  range  of  significant  impact,  and  (c)  Large  scale  of  solar  projects  means  impacts  outside  of  study 
areas  must  be  considered-25  miles  for  Solar  PEIS 

Information  about  the  impacts  of  alint  and  alare  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 17  3 5 Potential 
Glint  and  Glare  Impacts 

256 

143-B 

VIS-2 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  4-145  Section  4.17  Visual  Resources-  Impacts  are  discussed  in  terms  of  visual  contrast  which  may  be 
difficult  for  the  general  public  to  comprehend  There  was  an  attempt  to  address  visual  impacts  to  high  sensitivity 
viewers  within  the  SDNM  but  it's  stated  in  the  recreation  section  Also  Map  18  calls  out  "Potential  KOP  points" 
when  in  fact  they  are  KOPs/simulation  locations,  which  was  clearly  labeled  on  our  maps.  Why  they  are 
interpreting  as  "potential"  No  simulations  are  presented  in  the  DEIS  Including  visual  simulations  somewhere  in 
this  document  would  likely  allay  concerns  of  readers  regarding  the  potential  for  visual  impacts  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  given  the  presence  of  vegetation  and  terrain,  and  the  distances  to  potential  sensitive  viewing 
ocations,  the  simulations  show  a very  limited  impact 

To  imDrove  Dublic  understandina  of  visual  contrast  ratinas  additional  information  on  dearees  of  contrast  criteria 
has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.17.1  The  legend  ol  Mao  18  (now  Map  21  in  the  final  EIS)  has  been 
changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  "KOPs/Simulation  Locations"  and  "potential"  has  been  deleted.  Finally, 
simulations  and  supporting  analysis  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Appendix  H 

264 

143-B 

VIS-2 

Analysis  Methodology 

pg  4-146  Section  4 17.3.2  KOP  7 and  8 'The  regular  geometric  forms  and  strong  form  and  lines  associated 
with  the  power  block  stacks  and  transmission  line  would  result  in  a moderate  visual  contrast  with  the  irregular, 
organic  forms  of  the  existing  landform  and  vegetation  " Is  this  a statement  of  contrast  for  the  entire  project’  If  so 
what  is  the  anticipated  impact  given  that  "The  distance  and  timing  from  this  KOP  would  further  reduce  visual 
contrast."  The  technical  report  states  that  project  contrast  is  anticipated  to  be  strong  to  moderate/strong  for  the 
solar  fields  and  power  blocks  For  sensitive  viewers,  contrast  would  decrease  as  viewing  distance  increases 
and/or  elevation  of  the  viewer  decreases  Overall,  the  associated  transmission  lines  would  introduce  a weak 
evel  of  contrast  because  it  would  parallel  existing  transmission  lines. 

This  is  not  a statement  of  contrast  for  the  entire  project  As  discussed  in  Section  4 17.3.2  of  the  draft  EIS.  KOPs 
7 and  8 are  only  representative  of  the  viewshed  looking  from  SR;85  toward  the  Project  Area  The  statement  has 
been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  "The  distance  and  timing  from  this  KOP  would  further  reduce  visual 
contrasts  to  weak  or  none  " 

11 

145-G 

VIS-2 

Analysis  Methodology 

The  effects  of  glare  caused  by  solar  arrays  on  drivers  on  the  roadway  and  air  transportation  should  be  further 
determined  and  described. 

Information  on  the  effects  of  alint  and  alare  has  been  added  to  final  EIS  in  Section  4 17.3.5  Potential  Glint  and 
Glare  Impacts 

5 

161-G 

VIS-2 

Analysis  Methodology 

We  are  concerned  about  the  potential  degradation  of  the  Buckeye  Hills  Regional  Park  viewshed  especially 
from  higher  terrain  where  trails  might  be  built  in  the  future  The  key  observation  point  in  the  park  was  placed  in  a 
ow-lying  area  that  is  presently  accessible  4 11.3  mentions  that  the  park  "would  be  completely  screened  from 
the  SSEP  " We  would  like  that  to  be  confirmed  at  higher  elevations  The  largely  unbroken  natural  desert  vistas 
would  be  marred  by  a huge  industrial  facility 

Information  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 17  3.2  to  disclose  the  impacts  from  the  SSEP  to  visual 
resources  from  hiaher  elevations  in  the  Buckeve  Hills  Reaional  Park  The  SSEP  would  be  comDletelv  screened 
bv  toDoaraohv  and  veaetation  from  the  entire  reaional  park 

23 

162-1 

VIS-2 

Analysis  Methodology 

The  document  has  no  analysis  or  discussion  of  the  very  serious  reflectivity  of  the  parabolic  mirrors  and  potential 
mpacts  to  view-sheds  in  SDNM,  the  North  Maricopa  Wilderness,  and  the  proposed  wilderness  at  Margie's 
Cove.  It  is  a fact  that  small  hand  held  signal  mirrors  can  be  seen  for  up  to  20-50  miles  or  even  more  From  what 
distance  will  one  be  able  to  see  three  thousand  acres  of  these  huge  mirrors?  Why  no  photos  or  comparisons 
with  other  similar  facilities  in  the  DEIS?  What  is  being  omitted  here  and  why? 

Information  reaardina  potential  alint  and  alare  visual  effects  from  the  SSEP  has  been  added  to  Section  4.17 
Visual  Resources  of  the  final  EIS.  Simulations  and  supporting  analysis  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Appendix  H 

2 

133-1 

VIS-4 

litigation 

Please  set  the  fence  back  away  from  Airport  Road,  toward  the  west,  by  a few  hundred  yards  or  even  a few 
hundred  feet  (to  address  visual  concerns  of  neighboring  parcels). 

The  proposed  chain-link  fence  was  included  in  visual  simulations  for  the  project.  A visual  simulation  comparing 
the  existing  condition  viewshed  to  the  proposed  condition  viewshed  was  conducted  for  a point  on  Ocotillo  Road 
(KOP  13)  facing  toward  the  west  This  visual  simulation  (or  photograph)  has  been  added  as  Appendix  H of  the 
final  EIS.  The  photograph  demonstrates  that  topography  and  the  set-back  distance  of  60  feet  renders  the  fence 
virtually  undetectable  from  KOP  13.  In  addition.  BLM  considered  the  Reduced  Footorint  Alternative  (Alternative 
8)  in  the  draft  EIS  and  the  photovoltaic  alternative  (Sub-alternative  A1 ) in  the  final  EIS.  both  of  which  would 
include  setbacks  greater  than  suggested 

3 

133-1 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Chose  fence  construction  material  that  is  reasonably  esthetic  and  which  one  cannot  see  through  (to  address 
visual  concerns  of  neighboring  parcels) 

As  noted  in  Chapter  2,  "Chain-link  security  fencing  would  be  installed  around  the  site  perimeter  (approximately 
10  miles),  switchyard,  and  other  areas  requiring  controlled  access  " Nonpermeable  fencing  or  fencing  that  could 
not  be  seen  through  is  not  considered  feasible  because  it  would  trap  sand  and  debris  within  the  Project  Area 
Visual  simulations  of  the  Project  Area,  including  the  fence,  have  been  added  as  Appendix  H to  the  final  EIS 
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4 

133-1 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Provide  some  landscaping  which  blends  with  the  desert  (to  address  visual  concerns  of  neighboring  parcels] 

Section  4 17  7 of  the  draft  EIS  identifies  the  following  mitigation  measure  that  the  BLM  may  adopt  in  the  ROD 
"Where  feasible,  painted  facilities  would  use  standard  BLM  (desert  colors)  to  reduce  visual  contrast."  In 
addition,  in  the  draft  EIS  under  the  Reclamation  of  Temporary  Disturbance  row  in  Table  2.1  Aoolicant- 
committed  Environmental  Protection  Measures  it  states,  "All  temporarily  disturbed  areas  would  be  reclaimed  to 
as  close  to  their  pre-construction  conditions  as  possible,  as  required  by  the  BLM  " 

2 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

The  ends  of  the  solar  troughs  (horseshoe  shaped  sides)  should  contain  a texture  tile/panel  coating  (not  paint) 
that  blends  with  the  vegetation  present  for  the  majority  of  the  year  The  texlure  should  also  extend  downward  to 
include  the  bottom  or  panel  stands  It  may  be  feasible  to  coat  only  the  first  few  rows  of  each,  from  each 
exposure  point.  Should  the  positioning  of  the  trough  be  changed  from  the  current  proposals,  where  they  might 
be  situated  so  the  rounded  underbelly  part  faces  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument,  then  the  round 
underbelly  should  be  also  textured  Otherwise,  it  is  sufficient  to  coat  only  the  sides  that  face  the  Monument  and 
face  nearby  homes: 

Section  3 17  4 Visual  Management  Objectives  states  that  'The  VRM  objectives  for  the  Project  Area  were 
established  in  the  Lower  Gila  South  RMP  (BLM  1988)  Lands  in  the  Project  Area  have  been  allocated  to  VRM 
Class  IV  objectives  The  objective  of  Class  IV  is  to  provide  for  management  activities  that  require  major 
modifications  to  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.  These  activities  may  dominate  the  view  and  may  be  the 
major  locus  of  viewer  attention  " 

As  described  in  Section  2 5.2.1  1 Solar  Collection  Assemblies  of  the  draft  EIS.  the  solar  collector  assemblies 
would  be  aligned  on  a north-south  axis  to  track  the  sun  as  it  moves  across  the  sky  from  east  to  west,  which 
would  limit  the  utility  of  a potential  "camouflage"  coating  on  the  bottom  side  of  the  collectors.  Regarding  a 
screening  mechanism  on  the  southern  side  of  the  north-south  collector  rows— the  BLM  assumes  that  the 
commenter  is  concerned  with  a means  to  again  "camouflage"  the  solar  facility  from  the  Sonoran  Desert  National 
Monument  to  the  south  Since  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  covers  around  of  a hiaher  elevation  an 
observer  to  the  south  would  be  looking  down  at  and  across  the  facility  from  a superior  viewpoint  The  viewer 
would  have  views  of  a much  larger  portion  of  the  facility  than  just  the  southern  edge  of  the  collector  rows,  so  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  viewer  would  be  able  to  perceive  any  type  of  protective  barrier  or  coating  on  the  southern  solar 
collectors.  In  either  case,  the  introduction  of  any  material  not  contemplated  by  the  technology  manufacturer 
introduces  risk  of  fire  because  this  facility  would  operate  under  extreme  temperature  conditions  and  use 
superheated  fluids  to  collect  heat 

However,  as  noted  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 17  7 Visual  Resource  Mitiaation  Measures  "Where  feasible, 
painted  facilities  would  use  standard  BLM  (desert  colors)  to  reduce  visual  contrast " 

5 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Additionally,  treat  powerblock  with  colorized  textured  tiles  or  panels  the  power  block  buildings  and  if  dry  cooling 
is  chosen,  also  treat  with  color  texlured  panels/tiles  the  exteriors  (viewed  as  critical  visual  mitigation  factor  ] 

Section  3.17.4  Visual  Management  Objectives  states  that  "The  VRM  objectives  for  the  Project  Area  were 
established  in  the  Lower  Gila  South  RMP  (BLM  1988)  Lands  in  the  Project  Area  have  been  allocated  to  VRM 
Class  IV  objectives  The  objective  of  Class  IV  is  to  provide  for  management  activities  that  require  major 
modifications  to  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  These  activities  may  dominate  the  view  and  may  be  the 
major  focus  of  viewer  attention  " 

As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 17  7 Visual  Resource  Mitiaation  Measures.  'Where  feasible,  painted 
facilities  would  use  standard  BLM  (desert  colorsl  to  reduce  visual  contrast." 

6 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Salvage  all  plant  life,  especially  any  cacti,  and  replant  these  to  the  south  of  the  proposed  site  between  the 
project  site's  proposed  "cleared  area"  and  the  utility  corridor  - on  the  edge  of  the  utility  corridor,  and,  to  plant 
vegetation  along  highway  85  to  additionally  buffer  the  harsh  impact  of  the  proposed  mirrors;  and, 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Required  measures  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Sections  3 16  2 and  4 16  14, 
although  targeted  at  vegetation  resources,  would  also  reduce  the  visual  impacts  of  the  SSEP  Further,  in  the 
ROD  the  BLM  may  require  or  encourage  the  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS 
in  Sections  4.16.5  and  4.17.7. 

7 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

It  is  preferred  if  the  transmission  towers  (distribution  and  transmission)  are  color-coated  Again,  paint  is  not 
recommended  It  is  also  highly  suggested  that  the  corridor  of  transmission  lines  that  occur  between  the 
Monument  and  the  proposed  site  are  all  aligned  in  the  same  color  that  blends  with  the  vegetation,  including 
those  in  existence,  perhaps  through  an  MOU  or  within  the  Power  Purchase  Agreement  with  the  power  company 
that  purchases  the  electricity;  and,  if  possible,  align  the  grid  of  the  power  lines  to  reduce  impact,  and 

The  transmission  towers  would  be  H-frames.  and  BLM  and  the  proponent  are  not  aware  of  any  safe,  effective, 
and  durable  color-coating  for  the  towers  In  addition,  as  stated  in  Section  3.17.4  Visual  Management  Objectives 
"The  VRM  objectives  for  the  Project  Area  were  established  in  the  Lower  Gila  South  RMP  (BLM  1988)  Lands  in 
the  Project  Area  have  been  allocated  to  VRM  Class  IV  objectives  The  objective  of  Class  IV  is  to  provide  for 
management  activities  that  require  major  modifications  to  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  These 
activities  may  dominate  the  view  and  may  be  the  major  focus  of  viewer  attention  " However,  as  noted  in  the 
draft  EIS  in  Section  4 17  7 Visual  Resource  Mitiaation  Measures,  "Where  feasible,  painted  facilities  would  use 
standard  BLM  (desert  colors)  to  reduce  visual  contrast 

8 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

[To  reduce  visual  impacts],  the  project  roads  with  magnesium  chloride 

Under  Air  Quality  in  Table  2.1  in  the  draft  EIS  the  applicant  has  committed  to  apply  dust  suppressants  such  as 
magnesium  chloride 

9 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

(To  reduce  visual  impacts],  Mandate  a reseeding  and  maintenance  program  for  vegetation  and/or  plant  cacti 
especially  in  two  areas  along  the  Highway  85  corridor  and  in  between  the  proposed  project  and  the  National 
Monument, 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  2.3,  Features,  Management,  and  Considerations  Common  to  Each  Action  Alternative 
describes  measures  that  would  be  taken,  under  any  action  alternative,  to  reduce  impacts  to  all  resources 
including  visual  resources. 
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10 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Participate  in  off-site  mitigation  (actors  or  programs  that  benefit  the  visual  surroundings  and  provide  the  same  or 
enhanced  natural  experience  lor  hikers,  OHV  riders,  and  other  visitors.  Consider  a visitors  center  or  other 
educational  interpretative  features  on  site  and  off  measures  could  be  achieved  off  site  at  the  highway  and 
Monument  gateways,  and,  this  should  include  dust  suppressants  on  project  roads  and  a program  to  assist  OHV 
communities  on  nearby  trails/routes.  It  was  generally  accepted  that  once  construction  begins  and  the  plant  is 
operational  that  more  people  will  immediately  begin  to  access  the  area  more  so  than  now  Therefore,  the  group 
felt  that  the  BLM  and  project  proponent  should  pay  attention  to  and  mitigate  increased  visitation  in  the 
immediate  area  that  includes  education,  opportunities  to  highlight  renewable  energy,  contain  dust  and  traffic,  as 
well  as  the  visual  resources 

Measures  to  address  dust,  traffic,  and  visual  resources  impacts  can  be  found  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Table  2.1  1 
Applicant-committed  Environmental  Protection  Measures  Common  to  Each  Alternative  and  in  the  potential 
mitiaation  measures  sections  of  Sections  4 2 Air  Qualitv.  4.15  Transportation  and  Traffic,  and  4.17  Visual 
Resources  The  development  of  a visitor’s  center  or  other  education  interpretative  features  would  increase 
surface  disturbance  and  is  therefore  not  beina  considered  as  potential  mitiqation. 

11 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Any  fencing  color  / matenal  must  also  be  textured  to  match  the  vegetation  and  landscape  a it  appears  the 
majority  of  the  year; 

In  the  draft  EIS  Section  3.17  4 Visual  Resource  Manaaement  Objectives  states  that  "The  VRM  objectives  for 

the  Project  Area  were  established  in  the  Lower  Gila  South  RMP  (BLM  1988)  Lands  in  the  Project  Area  have 
been  allocated  to  VRM  Class  IV  objectives  The  objective  of  Class  IV  is  to  provide  for  management  activities 
that  require  major  modifications  to  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  These  activities  may  dominate  the 
view  and  may  be  the  major  focus  of  viewer  attention."  However,  visual  impacts  would  be  mitigated  as  discussed 
in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 17  Visual  Resources  and  Table  2.1  Applicant-committed  Environmental  Protection 
Measures  Potential  mitiaation  measures  that  the  BLM  mav  select  in  the  ROD  consist  of  oaintina  facilities 
(includina  fencina)  to  reduce  visual  contrast  (see  draft  EIS  Section  4.17.7) 

12 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Lighting  should  be  focused  down-facing 

As  per  Section  4 17  3 4 Niahttime  Liahtma  and  Extent  of  Skvalow  in  the  draft  EIS  "Liahtina  would  be  shielded 
and  directed  to  focus  illumination  downward  on  the  desired  areas  and  to  minimize  additional  nighttime 
illumination  from  the  SSEP  " 

13 

140-G 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

Cover  the  evaporation  pounds  to  reduce  reflections  (and  pest  control). 

Covering  ponds  with  materials  to  reduce  reflection  would  reduce  the  rate  of  evaporation  thereby  negating  the 
purpose  of  the  ponds  However,  evaporation  ponds  would  be  covered  by  netting  to  protect  wildlife  The  ponds 
would  be  hypersalme,  as  noted  in  Section  4 19  Wildlife  and  Special  Status  Species  of  the  draft  EIS.  and  are 
unlikely  to  attract  pests 

3 

142-1 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

recommend  the  DEIS  address  the  issue  of  glare  and  identify  mitigation  measures.  Possible  measures 
identified  in  Robert  Sullivan's  presentation  include 

• Consider  visual  concerns  early  in  project  planning 

• Encourage  low-profile  technologies  and  components 

• Site  as  far  from  sensitive  areas  as  possible 

• Use  slight  variations  in  topography  to  screen  solar  collectors 

• Blend  arrays  with  contours  to  harmonize  where  concealment  is  impossible 

• Move  mirrors,  adjust  mirrors,  or  screen  to  reduce  glare 

Information  about  the  impacts  of  glare  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 17.3.5  Potential  Glint  and 
Glare  Impacts  Reaardma  the  possible  mitiaation  measures  identified  in  Robert  Sullivan's  presentation 

• Visual  concerns  were  considered  earlv  in  the  oroiect  as  thev  were  identified  as  an  issue  durma  public 
scopina  and  were  addressed  durina  alternative  development  Please  see  Chapters  1 and  2 of  the  draft  EIS 
for  more  information 

• Low-profile  technoloaies  and  components  are  considered  in  Sub-alternative  A1  in  the  final  EIS 

• Project  infrastructure  would  be  sited  as  far  from  sensitive  areas  as  possible  under  Sub-alternative  A1  and 
Alternative  B.  In  addition,  please  refer  to  Section  2 10  6 Alternate  Locations  of  the  draft  EIS  for  more 
information  on  site  screenma 

• It  is  not  feasible  to  use  variations  in  toooaraphv  to  screen  solar  collectors  as  the  site  must  be  araded  to  level 

Please  see  the  draft  EIS  Site  Gradina  Section  2. 5. 3.3.  Civil  Works  Construction  Seauence 
• It  is  not  feasible  to  blend  arravs  with  contours  to  harmonize  where  concealment  is  impossible  The  arravs 
need  to  be  orqanized  for  mirror  washma.  enameerina.  etc  please  see  Section  2 7.2  Proposed  Facilities  and 

Infrastructure  of  the  draft  EIS 

• Movma  and  adiustma  mirrors  to  reduce  alare  would  be  done  as  practicable 

70 

150-0 

VIS-4 

Mitigation 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Further,  there  are  a significant  number  of  solar  energy  projects  proposed  for 
the  Sonoran  Desert  Accordingly,  the  BLM  must  assess  not  just  the  visual  impacts  from  Sonoran  Solar  Energy 
project,  but  also  the  likely  cumulative  visual  impacts  from  proposed  renewable  energy  and  transmission 
development  in  this  area  of  the  Sonoran  Deserl  and  begin  now  to  develop  comprehensive  mitigation  strategies 
to  address  and  minimize  these  impacts  in  connection  with  future  projects 

Section  4.20  4 15  of  the  draft  EIS  discusses  cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources  Potential  mitiaation 
measures  to  reduce  visual  resource  related  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section  4 17  9 of  the  final  EIS  Chapter  2 

of  the  draft  EIS  and  final  EIS.  under  Applicant-committed  Environmental  Protection  Measures,  discusses 

measures  to  reduce  impacts  that  were  desianed  into  the  oroiect  under  all  alternatives  Development  of 

comprehensive  mitigation  strategies  for  the  region  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  federal  decision  for  the  SSEP 
because  the  decision  before  the  BLM  with  respect  to  the  SSEP  is  site  specific  in  nature  whereas  the 

development  of  comprehensive  mitiaation  strateaies  for  the  reaion  are  oroarammatic  in  nature 

276 

143-B 

WAT 

277 

pg  4-170  to  pg  4-173,  Section  4 18.2 

The  other  metric  used  was  to  quantify  the  total  amount  of  groundwater  withdrawn  lor  each  alternative  over  the 
30-year  life  of  the  project,  which  was  the  only  way  to  compare  water  use  among  the  various  alternatives  The 
results  are  presented  in  Table  4.77,  and  the  calculations  are  correct.  The  long-term  groundwater  recharge 
recovery  was  calculated  for  each  alternative  using  the  estimated  recharge  rate  for  the  Rainbow  Valley 
Subbasin  The  results  are  presented  in  Table  4 78,  and  the  calculations  are  correct. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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1 

2-G 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

My  biggest  concern  will  continue  to  be  the  water  usage  involved  with  this  project 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draff  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2 3 and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and 
Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS).  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to 
generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this 
alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 
alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18  2 of  the  final  EIS 

1 

5 -A 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

This  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  will  not  be  efficient  and  will  destroy  our  desert  The  water  that  it  will  be 
removing  will  not  be  renewable  energy  - Not  green  because  it  uses  a finite  resource 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and 
Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS)  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to 
generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this 
alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 
alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18  2 of  the  final  EIS 

2 

77-1 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

1 am  concerned  that  water  use  be  kept  to  a minimum 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2 3 and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and 
Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS).  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to 
generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this 
alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 
alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18  2 of  the  final  EIS 

6 

136-G 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

Although  BLM  has  not  selected  a preferred  alternative  for  this  project,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  BLM  is 
fast  tracking  this  project  through  the  environmental  review  process  in  order  to  facilitate  project  approval  before 
the  end  of  the  year  Given  the  tremendous  impacts  wet  -cooling  CST  projects  can  have  on  water  resources,  1 
urge  the  BLM  to  take  affirmative  steps  to  ensure  it  has  all  relevant  information  to  evaluate  and  identify 
approaches  to  minimize  these  negative  impacts  and  safeguard  Arizona' s water  supplies  for  its  citizens 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18.2  3 and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and 
Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS)  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to 
generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this 
alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 
alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS. 

69 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-106  Section  3.18.1.2.1 

Change  to  this  sentence  The  US  ACE  determined  that  there  are  no  significant  nexus  between  the  washes 
onsite  and  the  nearest  TNW,  therefore  there  are  no  Waters  of  the  U S on  the  site  (see  Appendix  A. 
Consultation  Letters) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  Section  3 18  1.2.1  of  the  final  EIS 

70 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-107  Section  3.18  1 2 4 

Add  this  sentence  to  end  of  first  paragraph  in  this  section  The  Maricopa  County  Department  of  Planning  & 
Development  does  have  jurisdiction  over  the  portion  of  the  access  road  that  crosses  State  Land 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  Section  3 18.1 .2  4 of  the  final  EIS 

71 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-107  Section  3.18  1.2.5 

The  Project  is  within  BLM  jurisdiction  or  Maricopa  County  jurisdiction  only  We  should  not  include  Buckeye 
requirements 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  3 18.1.2.5  of  the  draft  EIS  explicitly  states  that  the  Town  of  Buckeye  does 
not  have  jurisdiction  over  development  on  federal  lands  and  that  Boulevard  would  consider  the  requirements  of 
the  Town  of  Buckeye  in  the  development  process  The  draft  EIS  does  not  state  that  Boulevard  would  be 
required  to  comply  with  Town  of  Buckeye  standards  and  policies  The  standards  and  policies  of  the  Town  of 
Buckeye  were  included  to  foster  cooperation  and  ensure  adequate  public  disclosure 

72 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-108  Section  3 18  1.3 

Change  to  this  sentence:  The  Waterman  Wash  watershed  covers  422  square  miles.  The  portion  of  the 
Waterman  Wash  watershed  that  passes  through  the  site  also  extends  south  into  the  North  Maricopa  Mountains 
with  elevations  ranging  from  approximately  800  to  2,813  feet  above  sea  level 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  Section  3 18.1  3 of  the  final  EIS 

73 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-109  Section  3. 1 8. 1 .3.2 

Change  to  this  sentence:  Rainbow  Wash  is  ephemeral,  flowing  only  during  and  immediately  following  large 
precipitation  events 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  Section  3 18.1 .3.2  of  the  final  EIS 

74 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-109  Section  3.18.1.3.3 

Change  to  this  sentence  The  larger  washes  in  the  watershed  tend  to  have  higher  amounts  of  vegetation  along 
their  banks  and  that  vegetation  tends  to  be  larger  in  size 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  Section  3 18  1 .3.3  of  the  final  EIS 

75 

143-B 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-1 10  Section  3 18.1  4 

Change  to  this  sentence  Pesticide  residues  such  as  DDT  metabolites,  toxaphene,  and  chlordane  are  also  a 
result  of  agricultural  practices. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  Section  3.18  1 4 of  the  final  EIS 
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1 

146-1 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

Is  solar  power  the  best  use  of  the  land  and  precious  water  If  the  land  is  taken  care  of.  it  then  be  used  for  other 
things  in  later  years.  This  can't  be  said  for  water  Once  it  is  used  it  is  gone.  This  is  a deserl  and  water  is 
essential  to  life 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18.2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and 
Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS)  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to 
generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  Al)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS.  The  water  use  for  this 
alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 
alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4.18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

14 

148-G 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

The  DEIS  should  consider  the  impact  of  population  trends  in  Arizona  on  water  supply 

Additional  water  demands  associated  with  future  growth  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  are  incorporated  in 
the  cumulative  effects  analysis  of  groundwater  resources  found  in  Section  4 20  4 17  of  the  draft  EIS 

50 

150-0 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter:  Renewable  resource  development  is  not  appropriate  everywhere  on  the 
public  lands,  however,  and  development  that  does  occur  on  the  public  lands  must  take  place  in  a responsible 
manner  We  think  it  is  most  appropriate  to  seek  disturbed  sites  or  sites  where  the  facility  will  not  result  in  a net 
increase  in  water  use 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to  generate 
electricity  (Sub-alternative  Al ) has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS.  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less 
than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been 
incorporated  into  Section  4 18  2 of  the  final  EIS 

56 

150-0 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter.  We  also  think  projects  should  be  located,  to  the  greatest  degree  possible,  in 
areas  where  there  will  not  be  a net  increase  in  water  use  Barring  this,  technologies  that  utilize  less  water 
should  be  considered 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to  generate 
electricity  (Sub-alternative  Al ) has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less 
than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been 
incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

66 

150-0 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  Water  is  a limited  resource  in  the  deserl  southwest,  and  any  project 
proposal  should  fully  analyze  the  water  needs  and  identify  sources  to  meet  those  needs.  Since  NextEra  is 
aroposing  a wet-cooled  system  in  a desert  environment,  we  are  concerned  about  the  project's  water  use 
According  to  the  applicant,  NextEra,  the  company  will  acquire  or  lease  water  from  an  entity  holding  a 
grandfathered  irrigation  water  right  to  operate  this  system,  displacing  a current  or  Historical  water  use  The  DEIS 
should  include  information  on  how  much  water  the  plant  is  expected  to  use  on  an  annual  basis,  where  the 
company  will  obtain  the  water,  and  the  impacts  of  using  that  water  It  should  also  include  any  information  on 
how  the  plant  proposes  to  reuse  its  water  and  manage  its  waste  stream  Finally,  depending  on  the  plant’s 
source  of  water,  there  may  be  issues  about  the  environmental  impacts  of  delivering  water  on  site 
Recommendation  In  developing  the  DEIS,  the  agencies  should  gather  additional  information  to  confirm  that  the 
water  needed  for  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  project  will  be  available  as  well  as  that  the  source  of  the  needed 
water,  will  conform  to  existing  ACC  policy  and  all  laws,  ordinances,  regulations,  and  standards  The  BLM  must 
nsure  that  the  impacts  of  using  this  water,  including  the  cumulative  impacts,  are  analyzed 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Water  use,  withdrawal  locations,  and  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with 
water  use  are  summarized  in  Section  4.18  2 3 of  the  draft  EIS  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and  Appendix  F (F 
and  G in  the  final  EIS).  The  cumulative  impacts  of  water  use  for  the  SSEP  are  discussed  in  Section  4.20  4 17  of 
the  draft  EIS  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to  generate  electricity  (Sub- 
alternative Al ) has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the 
alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into 
Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

100 

150-0 

WAT-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter,  Attachment  A - Criteria  for  use  in  identifying  appropriate  areas  for 
development 

Currently,  most  proposed  solar  power  generation  facilities  involve  wet-cooled  technologies  that  require 
significant  amounts  of  water  Some  of  these  projects  will  be  located  on  lands  that  may  have  sufficient  water 
rights  to  operate  these  facilities  over  their  lifetime  (typically.  30-50  years)  Others  may  need  to  secure  a water 
right  from  another  senior  water  nght  holder,  either  to  deliver  the  proposed  water  to  their  facility  or  retire  that 
water  right  as  a mitigation  measure  In  assessing  a proposed  plant's  impact  on  water  resources,  we  will  look  at 
the  following 

• The  source  of  water  used,  how  efficiently  that  water  is  used,  and  how  waste  water  is  disposed 

• Associated  environmental  impacts,  including  the  proposal's  impact  on  groundwater  levels  in  the  sub-basins 
in  which  the  facility  is  located  and/or  is  drawing  its  water 

Given  that  water  resources  are  an  especially  valued  resource  in  our  desert  environment,  there  is  a pressing 
need  to  develop  federal-  and  state-level  policies  that  encourage  over  the  long  term  the  adoption  of  low-  or  no- 
water technologies  for  solar  and  all  other  sources  of  energy  in  Arizona 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

17 

148-G 

WAT- 10 

Surface  water  modeling 

In  addition  to  the  lack  of  clarity  of  the  exterior  flow  path,  the  DEIS  does  not  describe  the  impacts  of  these 
rerouted  surface  waters  on  downstream  drainages  and  washes  A comprehensive  method  to  evaluate  impacts 
s through  modeling  While  the  DEIS  discusses  hydraulic  monitoring  "to  understand  the  preconstruction 
conditions  and  functions  of  the  floodplains''  (page  4-155).  it  does  not  state  that  the  impacts  of  post -construction 
layout  will  be  modeled 

As  described  in  Sections  2.5  2 7 and  2.5  2 8 3 of  the  draft  EIS.  all  drainage  from  the  project  site  as  well  as 
water  draining  to  the  project  site  from  upstream,  would  be  collected  and  released  to  existing  washes  through  a 
series  of  controlled  release  points  that  are  sized  to  match  historic  drainage  patterns  and  flow  rates  This  design 
feature  would  become  a condition  of  approval  in  the  ROD  if  BLM  approves  the  project  (see  Section  1.4.2  of  the 
draft  EIS) 

21 

148-G 

WAT- 10 

Surface  water  modeling 

The  FEIS  should  clarify  the  flow  path  of  exterior  storm  water  flow,  and  summarize  modeled  impacts  (hydraulics 
of  flow,  velocity,  sediment  transport,  sediment  delivery  and  potential  stream  channel  changes)  of  diverting 
drainages  and  floodplains 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  of  rerouting  surface  water  are  discussed  in  Section  4 18  1 3 of  the  draft 
EIS  The  impact  indicators  identified  in  Section  4 18  1.3  provide  sufficient  information  for  the  decision  maker  to 
differentiate  between  the  alternatives  and  therefore  modeling  analysis  is  not  necessary 
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Table  A. 2 Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

2 

5J 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  water  will  be  removed  the  area  and  leave  100's  without  water 

Well  drawdown  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18.2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E (F  in 
the  final  EIS).  Even  the  most  intensive  water  use  alternatives  protected  amounts  of  use  that  were  within  the 
imits  established  in  the  current  3,d  Manaqement  Plan  (TMP)  of  the  Phoenix  AMA  New  Divisions  are  included 

n the  TMP  to  limit  siamficant  drawdown  in  existina  wells  and  to  avoid  further  instances  of  subsidence  throuah 

well  spacinq  and  pumpinq  restrictions  As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS.  some  impact  from  qroundwater  withdrawal  will 

not  occur.  However.  Boulevard  will  be  required  to  meet  all  permit  stipulations  to  further  reduce  the  risk  of 

occurrence  of  the  extreme  conditions  the  commenter  describes 

2 

id 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

1 purchased  my  home  1 year  ago  and  now  I'm  being  threatened  by  this  new  proposed  facility  [for  example]  The 
subsidence  and  possible  fissures  created  due  to  the  massive  draw  off  of  water 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18.2.3  and 
detailed  in  Appendix  E and  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS)  Even  the  most  intensive  water  use  alternatives 
proiected  levels  of  drawdown  within  the  limits  established  in  the  current  3rd  Manaqement  Plan  (TMP)  of  the 

Phoenix  AMA  New  provisions  are  included  in  the  TMP  to  limit  sionificant  drawdown  in  existino  wells  and  to 

avoid  further  instances  of  subsidence  throuqh  well  soacinq  and  oumomo  restrictions  As  noted  in  the  draft  EIS. 

some  impact  from  qroundwater  withdrawal  will  not  occur  However.  Boulevard  will  be  required  to  meet  all  permit 

stipulations  to  further  reduce  the  risk  of  occurrence  of  the  extreme  conditions  the  commenter  describes 

Appendix  G of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  with  a complete  list  of  wells  surrounding  the  SSEP  that  would  be 
impacted  by  water  withdrawals  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to  generate 
electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less 
than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been 
incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

3 

11-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  net  effect  of  SSEP  pumping  which  will  lower  the  water  table  by  as  much  as  85  feet  should  not  adversely 
impact  the  depth  to  groundwater  for  making  a determination  of  ASW  for  the  City  since  the  City  anticipates 
pumping  at  a depth  of  700  feet,  well  above  the  1,000-foot  limitation  set  forth  in  ADWR  rules 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  As  a clarification,  the  maximum  level  of  drawdown  attributable  to  the  SSEP  is 
approximately  34  feet,  as  shown  in  Table  4 78  of  the  draft  EIS 

1 

84-1 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

As  a resident  in  lower  Rainbow  Valley  1 have  to  express  some  concerns  because  the  plant  has  the  potential  to 
lower  the  water  table  enough  to  make  wells  in  the  area  go  dry 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2.3  and 
detailed  in  Appendices  E and  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS).  Detailed  analysis  ol  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic 
technology  to  generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS.  The  water  use 
for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all 
alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

4 

124-1 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Can  you  guarantee  my  well  will  not  go  dry-will  you  produce  a bond  to  drill  deeper  will  it  runs  dry? 

Appendices  F and  G of  the  final  EIS  have  been  updated  with  a complete  list  of  wells  surroundino  the  oroiect 

that  would  be  impacted  bv  water  withdrawals,  includmq  well  number  206270  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative 

usinq  photovoltaic  technoloov  to  oenerate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  AD  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final 

EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  Under  this 

sub-alternative,  drawdown  impacts  from  SSEP  pumoino  will  be  less  than  1 foot,  after  5 vears.  and  30  years  A 

summary  ol  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

The  state  will  not  issue  a bond  for  well  impacts,  however,  all  qroundwater  pumpinq  associated  with  the  SSEP 

will  be  conducted  accordina  to  the  GIU  permit  issued  bv  ADWR  (see  section  4 18.2.3) 

1 

126-1 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

In  your  report,  it  states  that  landowners  will  be  responsible  for  lowering  their  wells  when  the  water  table  drops 
Farmers  and  dairies  left  the  area  because  of  water  loss.  This  is  a desert 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

1 

127-1 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

1 have  concerns  about  well  drawdown 

Well  drawdown  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2 3 and  detailed  in  Appendix  E (F  in 
the  final  EIS) 

2 

129-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  proposed  source  of  the  water  to  serve  the  project  is  the  same  aquifer  that  the  City  intends  to  use  to  serve 
the  southern  portion  of  Goodyear  in  the  future  the  project  is  located  within  the  City  of  Goodyear's  Municipal 
Planning  Area  The  city  of  Goodyear  is  expected  to  grow  to  a population  of  650,000  at  build-out  with  2/3  of  that 
population  residing  south  of  the  Gila  River  Considering  the  fact  that  the  City  is  operating  under  the  Third 
Management  Plan  for  the  Phoenix  Active  Water  Management  Area  and  is  required  to  strive  for  a goal  of  zero 
net  water  pumping  by  2025.  it  would  seem  imprudent  to  allow  a water  use  that  consumes  as  much  as  3,000 
acre  feet  annually,  without  requiring  some  replacement  of  that  water 

Section  4.20  4 17  of  the  draft  EIS  evaluates  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  project  including  reasonably 
foreseeable  water  demands  Future  water  demands  that  have  not  been  approved  through  the  Assured  Water 
Supply  Program  were  not  included  in  this  analysis  because  there  is  insufficient  information  and  certainty  about 
those  demands  The  BLM  has  reviewed  the  potential  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure  and 
has  not  included  it  in  the  final  EIS  for  several  reasons  First,  based  on  a review  of  the  potential  water  sources 
described  in  Section  2 9 7 of  the  draft  EIS  and  the  following  subsections,  in  most  cases  the  use  of  alternative 
water  sources  at  the  SSEP  site  would  require  pipelines  and  pumping,  and  their  associated  impacts  Thus,  these 
sources  would  resolve  one  resource  conflict  at  the  expense  of  another  In  addition,  as  documented  in  Section 
2 9 7 of  the  draft  EIS,  the  use  of  these  sources  tor  replenishment  would  generally  be  either  speculative  or 
economically  infeasible.  Second,  replenishment  would  not  lessen  the  use  of  water,  it  would  simply  shift  the 
(primarily  socioeconomic)  impacts  of  water  consumption  elsewhere  in  the  region  Third,  the  use  of  water  for  the 
SSEP  would  be  subject  to  the  permitting  requirements  of  the  A Z DWR  BLM  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
permitting  of  these  water  resources,  and  believes  that  the  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure 
for  SSEP  impacts  is  unlikely  to  be  implemented  given  that  the  SSEP  has  demonstrated  that  it  would  meet  the 
permit  requirements  for  a GIU  permit 
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Table  A.2  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

6 

129-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Any  new  consumptive  use  of  groundwater  should  be  thoroughly  reviewed  and  evaluated  before  it  is  approved, 
and  any  such  approval  should  consider  some  replacement  of  groundwater  to  the  same  aquifer  from  which  the 
water  is  withdrawn,  or  at  a minimum  at  some  other  location  within  the  Phoenix  Active  Management  Area 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E (F  in  the 
final  EIS)  BLM  has  reviewed  the  potential  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure  and  has  not 
included  it  in  the  final  EIS  for  several  reasons.  First,  based  on  a review  of  the  potential  water  sources  described 
in  Section  2.9  7 of  the  draft  EIS  and  the  following  subsections,  in  most  cases  the  use  of  alternative  water 
sources  at  the  SSEP  site  would  require  pipelines  and  pumping,  and  their  associated  impacts  Thus,  these 
sources  would  resolve  one  resource  conflict  at  the  expense  of  another.  In  addition,  as  documented  in  Section 
2.9  7 of  the  draft  EIS.  the  use  of  these  sources  for  replenishment  would  generally  be  either  speculative  or 
economically  infeasible  Second,  replenishment  would  not  lessen  the  use  of  water,  it  would  simply  shift  the 
(primarily  socioeconomic)  impacts  of  water  consumption  elsewhere  in  the  region.  Third,  the  use  of  water  for  the 
SSEP  would  be  subject  to  the  permitting  requirements  of  the  A Z DWR  BLM  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
permitting  of  these  water  resources,  and  believes  that  the  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure 
for  SSEP  impacts  is  unlikely  to  be  implemented  given  that  the  SSEP  has  demonstrated  that  it  would  meet  the 
permit  requirements  for  a GIU  permit 

8 

129-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Lastly,  the  City  of  Goodyear  would  like  to  be  assured  that  approval  of  this  project  will  not  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  the  future  siting  and  drilling  of  water  wells  to  supply  the  City's  potable  water  system. 

Additional  water  demands  associated  with  future  growth  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  are  incorporated  in 
the  cumulative  effects  analysis  on  groundwater  resources  found  in  Section  4 20  4.17  of  the  draft  EIS 

9 

129-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Lastly,  the  City  of  Goodyear  would  like  to  be  assured  that  approval  of  this  project  will  not  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  the  future  siting  and  drilling  of  water  wells  to  supply  the  City's  potable  water  system. 

Additional  water  demands  associated  with  future  growth  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  are  incorporated  in 
the  cumulative  effects  analysis  of  groundwater  resources  found  in  Section  4 20  4 17  of  the  draft  EIS 

1 

132-1 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

1 am  afraid  that  the  use  of  wet  cooled  technology  on  the  new  plant  will  consume  water  reserves  from 
underground  at  a staggering  rate.  As  a consequence  1 think  that  my  water  well  and  my  neighbors  will  dry 
completely,  leaving  us  without  water  for  our  basic  needs. 

Well  drawdown  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18.2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E (F  in 
the  final  EIS). 

1 

134-1 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Please  review  my  impact  study  and  reconsider  using  or  aquifers  as  a source  of  water  to  power  Solar  Project 
attachments  includes  excerpts  from  Chapter  4 of  the  DEIS,  as  well  as  correspondence  with  neighbors,  letters 
to  Bank  of  America,  agencies,  and  copies  of  all  other  comment  letters  submitted) 

Well  drawdown  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18.2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E (F  in 
the  final  EIS). 

3 

136-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  model  developed  for  purposes  of  this  DEIS  projects  that  the  groundwater  pumping  over  the  anticipated  30- 
year  life  of  the  project  would  draw  down  168  registered  well  s in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Basin-many  of  them 
domestic-as  much  as  34  feet  In  addition,  there  would  be  a significant  reduction  in  groundwater  reserves  of 
69,150  acre  feet.  The  Final  EIS  should  analyze  what  impacts  these  drawdowns  would  have  on  individual  well 
owners,  nearby  communities  and  other  uses  in  the  greater  project  area 

Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2.3  and  detailed  in  Appendix  E (F  in  the 
final  EIS).  Greater  detail  on  the  potential  impacts  to  individual  wells  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section 
4 16.2.3.1 

4 

136-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Moreover,  the  Final  EIS  should  include  a description  of  the  wellhead  protection  or  mitigation  measures,  if  any, 
that  will  be  employed  to  address  these  impacts  on  the  individual  well  owners  and  the  communities  in  the 
Rainbow  Valley  Basin 

No  wellhead  protection  measures  are  proposed  to  address  impacts  on  individual  well  owners  An  individual 
aquiler  protection  permit  (APP)  would  be  obtained  from  ADEQ  and  would  ensure  protection  of  the  aquifer  from 
contamination  associated  with  the  Droiect  See  Section  1 6 4 Table  1 5 of  the  draft  EIS  and  Section  4 18  2 1 of 
the  final  EIS. 

2 

139-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  Town  of  Buckeye  believes  that  if  the  SSEP  uses  a wet-cooled  technology  it  should  be  required  to  replenish 
the  aquifer,  because  without  replenishment  future  water  resources  would  dwindle 

BLM  has  reviewed  the  potential  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure  and  has  not  included  it  in 
the  final  EIS  for  several  reasons.  First,  based  on  a review  of  the  potential  water  sources  described  in  Section 
2.9.7  of  the  draft  EIS  and  the  following  subsections,  in  most  cases  the  use  of  alternative  water  sources  at  the 
SSEP  sile  would  require  pipelines  and  pumping,  and  their  associated  impacts  Thus,  these  sources  would 
resolve  one  resource  conflict  at  the  expense  of  another  In  addition,  as  documented  in  Section  2.9  7 of  the  draft 
EIS.  the  use  of  these  sources  for  replenishment  would  generally  be  either  speculative  or  economically 
infeasible  Second,  replenishment  would  not  lessen  the  use  of  water;  it  would  simply  shift  the  (primarily 
socioeconomic)  impacts  of  water  consumption  elsewhere  in  the  region  Third,  the  use  of  water  for  the  SSEP 
would  be  subject  to  the  permitting  requirements  of  the  A Z DWR  The  BLM  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
permitting  of  these  water  resources,  and  believes  that  the  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure 
for  SSEP  impacts  in  unlikely  to  be  implemented  given  that  the  SSEP  has  demonstrated  that  it  would  meet  the 
permit  requirements  for  a GIU  permit 

273 

143-B 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

pg  4-163  Section  4 18.2  Groundwater  needs  more  headers  to  guide  the  reader  from  topic  to  topic  Also  an 
explanation  of  what  an  acre/ft  is  would  likely  be  helpful  for  the  average  reader  Comparisons  to  other  major 
water  users  (ie  - other  power  plants,  agriculture,  residential  developments,  etc)  may  also  be  helpful 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Acre-foot  is  defined  in  the  glossary  of  the  draft  EIS  Also,  Section  4 18  2 3 of  the 
final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  provide  an  explanation  of  an  acre-foot  of  water  Subheadings  have  been  added 
to  Section  4 18.2  to  distinguish  between  impacts  to  individual  wells  and  overall  impacts  to  the  long-term 
reduction  of  groundwater  reserves 

274 

143-B 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

pg  4-167  Tables,  Tables  4 75,  4 76,  4 77,  and  4 78  These  tables  are  difficult  to  understand.  The  information  is 
straightforward  but  is  not  clearly  presented  so  that  the  reader  understands  exactly  what  is  being  explained  It  is 
also  unclear  what  "impacted"  means  As  we  discussed  in  the  public  meetings  held  at  the  end  of  April,  the 
"impacts"  experienced  by  each  well  and  its  owner  will  vary  considerably  depending  on  the  physical  construction 
and  specifications  of  each  well  This  is  an  important  nuance  that  should  be  specifically  addressed  in  the  FEIS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  The  tables  have  been  combined  into  two  tables  in  the  final  EIS  to  clearly 
distinguish  between  pumping  rates  and  drawdown  rates  after  5 versus  30  years  In  addition,  the  column 
heading  has  been  changed  from  "Number  of  Wells  Impacted"  to  "Number  of  Wells  Experiencing  the  Level  of 
Drawdown  " Finally,  the  final  EIS  will  include  a qualitative  discussion  of  the  factors  that  contribute  to  various 
levels  of  impacts  to  individual  wells 
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275 

143-B 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

pgs  4-163  to  4-169.  Section  4 18.2 

Groundwater-  The  information  presented  in  Chapter  3 is  generally  consistent  with  the  information  presented  in 
the  groundwater  technical  report.  All  of  the  comments  below  relate  to  Chapter  4.  Section  4 18  2 (SSEP  Impacts 
to  Groundwater).  BLM/SWCA  used  the  model-predicted  drawdown  in  neighboring  wells  as  their  primary  metric 
for  evaluating  impacts  to  groundwater  due  to  SSEP  pumping,  based  on  the  list  of  registered  wells  compiled  for 
the  groundwater  technical  report  This  was  done  only  for  the  Proposed  Action,  given  that  no  modeling  was  done 
for  the  alternatives  Drawdown  in  neighboring  wells  is  a reasonable  metric  to  use  tor  this  type  of  analysis  The 
results  are  presented  in  four  tables  (4  75  through  4.78)  that  list  the  number  of  wells  within  various  drawdown 
ranges  for  the  range  of  pumping  (1 ,429  and  1 ,862  gpm)  after  5 and  30  years  The  number  of  wells  within  each 
drawdown  range  appears  to  be  correct  based  on  a spot-check  of  the  results  Specific  comments  are  listed 
below  ? Figure  4 4 is  a graph  of  water  level  drawdown  versus  distance  from  the  SSEP  wellfield,  with  modeling 
results  depicted  for  the  range  of  pumping  (1 ,429  and  1,862  gpm)  after  5 and  30  years  The  y-axis  reads  "Depth 
to  Water  (bis  - feet)",  but  should  read  "Groundwater  Level  Drawdown  (feet)"  ? Figure  4 4 indicates,  and  the  text 
states,  that  the  maximum  extent  of  the  cone  of  depression  after  5 years  (based  on  the  2-foot  drawdown 
contour)  extends  "approximately  3.3  miles  east,  west  and  north  of  the  well  field"  for  both  pumping  rates  (1 ,429 
and  1 .862  gpm).  However,  the  actual  distance  is  between  2 and  2 5 miles  from  the  well  field  Figure  4 4 also 
indicates,  and  the  text  states,  that  the  maximum  extent  of  the  cone  of  depression  after  30  years  (based  on  the 
2-foot  drawdown  contour)  for  both  pumping  rates  extends  "approximately  10  miles  southeast  of  the  well  field" 
However,  the  actual  distance  for  the  lower  pumping  rate  (1,429  gpm)  is  between  7 and  8 miles  from  the  well 
field 

Section  4 18  2.3  and  Figure  4 5 have  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  in  accordance  with  the  comments  provided 

308 

143-B 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

pg  4-210  to  4-216,  Section  4,20  4 17 

BLM/SWCA  used  model-predicted  drawdown  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  from  SSEP  and  all  other 
pumping  as  their  primary  metric  for  evaluating  the  cumulative  impacts  to  groundwater,  based  on  the  list  of 
registered  wells  compiled  for  the  groundwater  technical  report  The  overall  magnitude  of  the  impacts  (drawdown 
and  number  of  wells  impacted)  looks  reasonable,  based  on  a spot-check  of  the  results  The  total  groundwater 
withdrawn  (SSEP  and  others)  was  used  as  a secondary  metric  to  compare  water  usage  among  the  vanous 
alternatives,  but  the  results  were  not  tabulated  as  was  done  for  the  SSEP  pumping  alternatives 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

5 

148-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

While  current  rules  may  allow  the  SSEP  to  withdraw  nearly  1 billion  gallons  a year,  losing  nearly  all  of  the  water 
to  evaporation  in  cooling  towers,  this  use  appears  inconsistent  with  the  goal  of  the  Phoenix  AMA 

As  described  in  Section  3.18  2 of  the  draft  EIS.  groundwater  development  for  the  SSEP  must  meet  all  AMA 
requirements  as  required  by  the  General  Industrial  Use  permit  and  water  rights  obtained  for  the  project 

6 

148-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  proposed  action  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the  "Best  Management  Practices  and 
Guidance  Manual  Desert  Renewable  Energy  Projects,"  which  was  jointly  developed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  the  U S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  California  Energy  Commission,  and  others.  That  manual 
states,  "(t)he  following  critical  actions  provide  guidance  on  how  to  address  the  major  significant  issues  that 
usually  arise  when  conducting  environmental  reviews  2)  The  project  will  not  use  fresh  groundwater  or  surface 
water  for  power  plant  cooling  " 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  BMPs  identified  in  the  manual  have  been  considered  by  BLM  and  incorporated 
where  appropriate  into  the  final  EIS.  However,  this  manual  clearly  states  that  guidance  is  voluntary  and  does 
not  duplicate  or  supersede  NEPA  or  other  legal  requirements 

10 

148-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

The  aquifer  recovery  times  listed  in  Table  4-80  are  easily  misunderstood  The  table  and  accompanying 
discussion  appear  to  apply  the  2,550  acre-feet  per  year  recharge  rate  for  the  entire  Rainbow  Valley 
groundwater  sub-basin  to  this  one  project  A table  with  recharge  rates  would  be  more  informative  in  Section 
4.20.17,  in  the  cumulative  effects  on  water  resources 

Table  4 106  and  the  accompanying  text  have  been  modified  in  the  final  EIS  to  indicate  that  the  aquifer  recovery 
times  shown  only  consider  SSEP  groundwater  pumping  under  the  action  alternatives  They  are  not  indicative  of 
recovery  times  when  also  considering  cumulative  groundwater  pumping.  A discussion  of  aquifer  recovery  times 
considering  cumulative  groundwater  pumping  has  been  added  to  Section  4.20.4.17  of  the  final  EIS. 

7 

150-0 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

Arizona  is  an  arid  region  of  the  country,  water  is  critical  to  its  future,  and  groundwater  is  already  being  depleted 
by  numerous  uses  Pumping  and  using  groundwater  to  cool  this  project  is  controversial  and  could  jeopardize 
public  support  for  the  project,  as  well  as  potentially  making  it  more  difficult  to  develop  future  projects  due  to 
public  concern  about  water  use 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to  generate 
electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS.  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less 
than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been 
incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

68 

150-0 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter  The  DEIS  should  include  a thorough  analysis  of  groundwater  withdrawal 
issues  including  potential  long  term  effects  on  land  subsidence  and  earth  fissures 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2.3  and 
detailed  in  Appendix  E and  Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS)  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using 
photovoltaic  technology  to  generate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  The 
water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water 
use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18  2 of  the  final  EIS  Long  term  effects  of  the 
project  are  described  in  Section  4 18  2 9_of  the  draft  EIS 

4 

161-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

We  are  concerned  about  things  that  would  affect  the  Buckeye  Hills  Regional  Park  (and  open  space  in  general) 
included  The  depletion  of  the  ground  water  supply  needed  for  the  park,  especially  as  improvements  are  made 
in  the  future  to  restrooms  and  more  facilities  are  added 

Additional  water  demands  associated  with  future  growth  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  are  incorporated  m 
the  cumulative  effects  analysis  of  groundwater  resources  found  in  Section  4 20  4 17  o!  the  draft  EIS 
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16 

161-G 

WAT-2 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Aquifer  Drawdown 

In  any  case,  it  is  mentioned  that  the  water  table  would  be  allowed  to  drop  up  to  10  feet  every  five  years,  or  up  to 
44  feet  total  (4.18.2.3).  That  is  not  sustainable 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

7 

44 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

The  proposed  project  as  it  stands,  is  predicting  that  they  will  drop  the  water  table  Every  homeowner  in  this  area 
is  on  a well  If  our  well  is  not  deep  enough  to  accommodate  the  drop,  the  homeowner  will  have  to  dig  a much 
deeper  well  to  keep  up  with  the  drop  in  the  water  table  This  is  quite  an  expense  What  protection  do  the 
property  owners  have  if  the  plant  dries  up  the  wells? 

It  is  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM  to  provide  protection  to  individual  wells  The  General  Industrial  Use 
permit  described  in  Table  1 5 and  Section  3 18.2.2.2  of  the  draft  EIS  requires  that  SSEP  will  not  cause  the 
water  level  to  decline  to  more  than  1 ,000  feet  below  land  surface  over  the  life  of  the  project  Compliance  with 
this  permit  will  be  overseen  by  the  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources 

1 

74 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

Please  let  me  know  if  my  home  will  be  one  of  the  69  that  will  have  draw  down  in  5 years  or  sooner  - If  so  will  the 
state  produce  a bond  to  get  me  at  the  depth  of  SSEE  (900)  to  protect  my  well  water  interest  My  registration  # 
55-206270 

Appendices  F and  G of  the  final  EIS  have  been  updated  with  a complete  list  of  wells  surroundma  the  oroiect 

that  would  be  impacted  bv  water  withdrawals,  mcludma  well  number  206270.  Detailed  analvsis  of  an  alternative 

usina  photovoltaic  technoloav  to  aenerate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final 

EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS.  Under  this 

sub-alternative,  drawdown  impacts  from  SSEP  oumoma  will  be  less  than  1 foot,  after  5 vears.  and  30  vears  A 

summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS. 

The  state  will  not  issue  a bond  for  well  impacts,  however,  all  aroundwater  oumoina  associated  with  the  SSEP 

will  be  conducted  accordina  to  the  GIU  permit  issued  bv  ADWR  (see  section  4 18.2  3). 

1 

84 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

1 purchased  my  home  1 year  ago  and  now  I'm  being  threatened  by  this  new  proposed  facility  (for  example]  The 
possibility  that  there  wi(l  be  no  well  water  due  to  the  massive  draw  off  from  the  new  wells  to  be  installed  in  the 
area 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Groundwater  impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2 and 
detailed  in  Appendix  E and  Appendix  F (F  and  G in  the  final  EIS)  A new  alternative  has  been  added  to  the  final 
EIS  that  will  use  photovoltaic  solar  panels  to  generate  electricity  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than 
all  of  the  alternatives  analvzed  in  the  draft  EIS  Under  this  sub-alternative,  drawdown  impacts  from  SSEP 
oumoma  will  be  less  than  1 foot.  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section 
4.18  2 of  the  final  EIS. 

1 

30-1 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

Also  please  let  me  know  if  my  home  will  be  one  of  the  69  that  will  have  draw  down  in  5 years  or  sooner  - If  so 
will  the  state  produce  a bond  to  get  me  at  the  depth  of  SSEE  (900)  to  protect  my  well  water  interest 

My  registration  # 55-206270 

Appendices  F and  G of  the  final  EIS  have  been  updated  with  a complete  list  of  wells  surroundina  the  oroiect 

that  would  be  impacted  bv  water  withdrawals,  mcludina  well  number  206270.  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative 

usina  photovoltaic  technoloav  to  aenerate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  All  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final 

EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analvzed  in  the  draft  EIS.  Under  this 

sub-alternative,  drawdown  impacts  from  SSEP  oumoina  will  be  less  than  1 foot,  after  5 vears.  and  30  vears.  A 

summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

The  state  will  not  issue  a bond  lor  well  impacts,  however,  all  aroundwater  oumoina  associated  with  the  SSEP 

will  be  conducted  accordina  to  the  GIU  permit  issued  bv  ADWR  (see  section  4 18  2 3) 

8 

134-1 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

My  well  is  not  listed  in  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Study  Statement  Impact  Study  - April  2010  DES  10-  20 
My  property  was  not  considered  in  your  study.  My  well  registration  Number  - 55-206270 

Appendices  F and  G of  the  final  EIS  have  been  updated  with  a complete  list  of  wells  surroundina  the  oroiect 

that  would  be  impacted  bv  water  withdrawals,  includina  well  number  206270  Detailed  analvsis  of  an  alternative 

usina  photovoltaic  technoloav  to  aenerate  electricity  (Sub-alternative  A1)  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final 

EIS  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of  the  alternatives  analvzed  in  the  draft  EIS  Under  this 

sub-alternative,  drawdown  impacts  Irom  SSEP  oumoma  will  be  less  than  1 foot,  after  5 vears.  and  30  vears  A 

summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  Section  4 18.2  of  the  final  EIS 

The  state  will  not  issue  a bond  for  well  impacts,  however,  all  aroundwater  oumpina  associated  with  the  SSEP 

will  be  conducted  accordina  to  the  GIU  permit  issued  bv  ADWR  (see  section  4 18  2 3) 

3 

139-G 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts, 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

The  SSEP's  well  field  is  located  within  the  City  of  Goodyear’s  planning  area,  but  the  well  field  is  only  located 
about  1 ,500  feet  east  of  the  Town  of  Buckeye's  planning  area  Consequently,  groundwater  pumping  for  the 
sSEP  will  lower  the  groundwater  table  within  planning  areas  of  both  cities.  Therefore,  if  the  SSEP  uses  the  wet- 
cooled  technology  it  should  be  required  to  replmish  the  aquifer,  and  the  replenishment  should  take  place  within 
the  planning  areas  of  both  Goodyear  and  Buckeye 

BLM  has  reviewed  the  potential  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure  and  has  not  included  it  in 
the  final  EIS  for  several  reasons  First,  based  on  a review  of  the  potential  water  sources  described  in  Section 
2.9  7 of  the  draft  EIS  and  the  following  subsections,  in  most  cases  the  use  of  alternative  water  sources  at  the 
SSEP  site  would  require  pipelines  and  pumping,  and  their  associated  impacts  Thus,  these  sources  would 
resolve  one  resource  conflict  at  the  expense  of  another  In  addition,  as  documented  in  Section  2.9.7  of  the  draft 
EIS,  the  use  of  these  sources  for  replenishment  would  generally  be  either  speculative  or  economically 
infeasible.  Second,  replenishment  would  not  lessen  the  use  of  water,  it  would  simply  shift  the  (primarily 
socioeconomic)  impacts  of  water  consumption  elsewhere  in  the  region  Third,  the  use  of  water  for  the  SSEP 
would  be  subject  to  the  permitting  requirements  of  the  AZ  DWR  BLM  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
permitting  of  these  water  resources,  and  believes  that  the  use  of  aquifer  replenishment  as  a mitigation  measure 
for  SSEP  impacts  is  unlikely  to  be  implemented  given  that  the  SSEP  has  demonstrated  that  it  would  meet  the 
permit  requirements  for  a GIU  permit 
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3 

143-B 

WAT-3 

Groundwater  Impacts. 
Specific  Well  Drawdown 

Boulevard  believes  that  the  characterization  of  impacts  to  adjacent  wells  from  groundwater  pumping  will  require 
updates  in  the  FEIS.  From  a general  standpoint,  Boulevard  agrees  that  the  information  currently  in  the  DEIS 
accurately  states  the  number  of  wells  that  would  be  impacted  under  different  groundwater  pumping  scenarios 
However,  as  was  discussed  during  the  public  meetings  in  Phoenix,  Gila  Bend,  and  Buckeye  on  April  27,  28,  and 
29,  the  severity  of  these  impacts  will  vary  greatly  from  well  to  well,  based  primarily  on  each  individual  well's 
construction  (i.e.,  depth,  screening  interval,  pump  setting,  etc). 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  various  aspects  of  well  construction 
affecting  the  specific  impacts  to  an  individual  well. 

6 

44 

WAT-4 

Groundwater  Contamination 

The  project  is  predicting  use  of  salt  water  ponds  for  reclamation  Will  the  water  table  be  compromised  if  there 
should  be  a leak7  What  guarantee  do  we  have  to  protect  our  aquifer  system?  All  homes  in  this  area  are  on 
wells. 

As  described  in  Section  2.5.4. 2. 2 of  the  draft  EIS.  the  evaporation  ponds  would  be  lined  with  both  a pnmary 
liner  and  a secondary  liner  In  addition,  a collection  system  would  lie  beneath  the  ponds  to  capture  and  monitor 
any  leakage,  although  this  is  not  expected.  In  addition,  the  evaporation  ponds  would  be  subject  to  the  Arizona 
Aquifer  Protection  Permit  (APP)  program  that  is  managed  by  the  Arizona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

3 

54 

WAT-4 

Groundwater  Contamination 

The  backflow  from  the  water  intake  will  cause  contamination  to  the  well  water. 

An  individual  aquifer  protection  permit  (APP)  would  be  obtained  from  ADEQ  and  would  ensure  protection  of  the 
aquifer  from  contamination  associated  with  the  project.  The  ADEQ  is  the  issuing  agency  for  this  permit  and  is 
also  the  agency  that  monitors  and  protects  drinkinq  water  sources.  See  Section  1 .6.4.  Table  1 5 of  the  draft  EIS 
and  Section  4 18.2.1  of  the  final  EIS. 

2 

Zd 

WAT-4 

Groundwater  Contamination 

will  the  state  provide  current  water  quality  readings  to  home  owners  to  protect  them  from  drinking  possibly 
contaminated  drinking  water  due  to  possible  contamination  from  the  project 

An  individual  aquifer  protection  permit  (APP)  would  be  obtained  from  ADEQ  and  would  ensure  protection  of  the 
aquifer  from  contamination  associated  with  the  project.  The  ADEQ  is  the  issuing  agency  for  this  permit  and  is 
also  the  aqencv  that  monitors  and  protects  drinkinq  water  sources  See  Section  1 .6  4.  Table  1 .5  of  the  draft  EIS 
and  Section  4 18.2.1  of  the  final  EIS. 

2 

304 

WAT-4 

Groundwater  Contamination 

Will  the  state  provide  current  water  quality  readings  to  home  owners  to  protect  them  from  drinking  possibly 
contaminated  drinking  water  due  to  possible  contamination  from  the  project? 

An  individual  aquifer  protection  permit  (APP)  would  be  obtained  from  ADEQ  and  would  ensure  protection  of  the 
aquifer  from  contamination  associated  with  the  project.  The  ADEQ  is  the  issuing  agency  for  this  permit  and  is 
also  the  aqencv  that  monitors  and  protects  drinkinq  water  sources.  See  Section  16  4.  Table  1.5  of  the  draft  EIS 
and  Section  4 1 8.2. 1 of  the  final  EIS. 

3 

1344 

WAT-4 

Groundwater  Contamination 

Please  provide  monthly  test  reports  to  homeowners  affected  of  the  quality  of  our  water 

An  individual  aquifer  protection  permit  (APP)  would  be  obtained  from  ADEQ  and  would  ensure  protection  of  the 
aquifer  from  contamination  associated  with  the  project.  The  ADEQ  is  the  issuing  agency  for  this  permit  and  is 
also  the  aqencv  that  monitors  and  Drotects  drinkinq  water  sources  See  Section  1 6.4.  Table  1 .5  of  the  draft  EIS 
and  Section  4.18.2.1  of  the  final  EIS 

5 

137-T 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

Concerns  about  the  effect  of  ground  water  pumping  on  surface  waters,  impacts  on  the  nearby  Gila  River  that 
contains  protected  riparian  and  wetland  habitat  for  the  endangered  Yuma  Clapper  Rail,  the  endangered  yellow- 
billed cuckoo,  and  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher 

As  discussed  in  Section  4 18.2.1  of  the  draft  EIS.  flow  rates  in  the  Gila  River  would  not  be  impacted  by 
groundwater  withdrawals  from  the  SSEP 

4 

143-B 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

Boulevard  requests  that  the  BLM  update  the  Chapter  3 and  Chapter  4 Surface  Water  sections  to  reflect  the 
latest  surface  water  and  drainage  information.  This  information  was  not  finalized  when  the  DEIS  was  published 
and  therefore,  the  FEIS  will  need  to  incorporate  the  updated  information.  Required  updates  include  the 
following:  (1)  revised  overall  description  of  the  drainage  both  in  and  around  the  Project  area,  (2)  description  of 
off-site  flow  collection,  routing,  and  redistribution.  (3)  description  of  on-site  drainage  collection  and  distribution 
system,  and  (4)  description  of  access  road  drainage  system 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Final  surface  water  and  drainage  information  has  been  incorporated  into  Sections 
2 5.2.7.  2.5.2  8 and  4.18.1.3.1  of  the  final  EIS. 

269 

143-B 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

pg  4-152  Section  4 18 

Surface  Water  Chapter  4 needs  some  organizational  work,  with  an  overall  description  of  the  drainage  concept 
at  the  beginning. 

• This  chapter  needs  to  describe  how  the  off-site  flows  will  be  collected,  routed  around  the  site,  and 
redistributed  while  not  increasing  the  flows 

• Describe  the  onsite  drainage  collection  and  distribution  system. 

• Describe  the  drainage  concept  crossing  the  access  roads 

• Describe  the  drainage  concept  crossing  the  waterline 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  on-site  drainage  collection  and  distribution  system,  access  road  crossings, 
and  drainage  crossing  the  waterline  are  described  in  Section  2 5.2.8  of  the  draft  EIS.  Section  4.18  of  the  draft 
EIS  describes  impacts  associated  with  the  drainage  system  but  not  the  details  of  the  drainage  system  itself 

270 

143-B 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

pg  4-154-1  Section  4 18  Surface  Water  proposed  action  needs  more  headers  to  guide  the  reader  from  topic  to 
topic. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  4. 18.1. .of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  subheadings  to 
separate  impacts  associated  with  floodDlains  and  washes,  water  oualitv.  and  water  quantity 
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271 

143-B 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

pg  4-158  Section  4 18  1.32 

Change  The  road  berm  A collection  channel  system  would  also  be  constructed  to  provide  site  protection  from 
off-site  stormwater  runoff  during  a 100-year  return  storm  event  The  toe  of  the  western  protective  berm  slope 
may  be  armored  with  soil  cement  cover  and  riprap  to  provide  for  slope  erosion  protection  during  a heavy  storm 
event  Erosion  protection  may  be  necessary  along  portions  of  the  channel  collection  system  as  identified  in  the 
hydraulic  evaluation 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  Section  4 18  1 .3.2  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  uDdated  to  reflect  this  addition 

272 

143-B 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

pg  4-159  Section  4 18  1.3.2 

Change  to  this  sentence  The  risk  would  be  addressed  by  the  re-routing  of  surface-water  runoff  around  the 
proposed  solar  field  and  by  the  construction  of  through  diversion  channels 

Change  to  this  sentence  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  surface-water  runoff  from  precipitation  on  the  proposed 
solar  field  would  be  collected  in  two  four  stormwater  sediment/detention  basins  in  the  proposed  solar  field. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  4 18  1.3.2  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  the  suggested 
changes 

15 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  DEIS  does  not  clanfy  where  the  rerouted  surface  water  will  be  discharged  Will  all  the  drainages  at  the 
project  area's  southern  boundary,  within  the  Waterman  Wash  watershed,  discharge  to  a single  point  or  multiple 
locations  within  the  unnamed  tributary  to  Waterman  Wash? 

Figure  2.9  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  show  updated  drainage  plans  including  multiple  discharge 
points. 

16 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

Similar  concerns  are  more  complicated  at  the  south  western  portion  of  the  project  area,  within  the  Rainbow 
Wash  watershed  Will  the  redirected  surface  water  carve  a new  drainage  to  the  Rainbow  Wash  at  the  extreme 
angle  at  the  southwest  comer,  discharge  to  the  first  drainage  leading  away  from  the  project  area  on  its  western 
border,  or  be  distributed  to  all  the  drainages  leading  away  from  the  western  and  southern  boundary  of  the 
project  area? 

Figure  2.9  has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  show  updated  drainage  plans  including  discharge  points.  The 
channel  bends  will  be  rounded  as  much  as  practicable  given  available  land  constraints  In  addition,  the  channel 
walls  will  be  super-elevated  per  standard  drainage  engineering  practice 

18 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  FEIS  should  describe  the  downstream  impacts  of  rerouting  surface  water,  including  habitat  impacts  and 
physical  changes 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Impacts  of  rerouting  surface  water  are  discussed  in  Section  4 18  1 3 of  the  draft 
EIS.  Section  4 18  1 .3^2  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  changed  to  clanfy  that  there  would  not  be  any  habitat  or 
physical  changes  associated  with  rerouting  surface  water  because  the  hydrology  would  mimic  natural  flow 
patterns 

19 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  FEIS  should  consider  redirection  of  surface  water  outside  the  project  area  in  wide  and  shallow  channels 
intended  to  mimic  a xeroriparian  wash  that  avoids  sharp  angles  Plant  communities  could  be  re-located  from 
existing  washes  and  floodplains  within  the  project  area 

Figure  2 9 has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  show  updated  drainage  plans  including  discharge  points  The 
channel  bends  will  be  rounded  as  much  as  practicable  given  available  land  constraints  In  addition,  the  channel 
walls  will  be  suoer-elevated  per  standard  drainaae  enaineerina  practice  Impacts  to  veaetation  (plant) 
communities,  as  well  as  mitigation,  are  discussed  in  Section  4 16  of  the  draft  EIS 

20 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  FEIS  should  describe  the  potential  impacts  of  surface  water  flow  at  the  sharply  angled  southwestern  and 
southeastern  corners,  should  it  remain  a feature  of  the  project  area's  flood  protect'on 

Figure  2 9 has  been  updated  in  the  final  EIS  to  show  updated  drainage  plans  The  channel  bends  will  be 
rounded  as  much  as  practicable  given  available  land  constraints  In  addition,  the  channel  walls  will  be  super- 
elevated per  standard  drainage  engineering  practice 

22 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  FEIS  should  describe  the  BMPs  to  be  used  to  ensure  that  discharges  from  the  stormwater  retention  basin 
"match  pre-development  conditions."  The  FEIS  should  also  define  the  term  "peak  discharges."  explain 
procedures  for  non-peak  discharges,  describe  the  downstream  impacts  of  flow  changes,  and  identify  discharge 
points  and  flow  controls  for  the  sediment/retention  basins'  water 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  4 18  13  2 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  undated  to  describe  the  downstream 
effects  of  detention  basins. 

23 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  FEIS  should  describe  the  impacts  of  excess  water  provided  to  some  drainages  and  reduced  or  no 
discharges  to  other  drainages 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Impacts  of  rerouting  surface  water  were  discussed  in  Section  4 18.1 .3  of  the  draft 
EIS.  and  remain  in  the  final  EIS 

24 

148-G 

WAT-5 

Surface  Water  Impacts 

The  FEIS  should  provide  more  detailed  information  about  fencing  and  potential  effects  of  fencing  on  drainage 
systems  within  the  FEIS,  and  ensure  that  the  fencing  proposed  for  this  project  will  meet  appropriate  hydrologic 
performance  standards  The  National  Park  Service  recently  published  an  article  on  the  effects  of  the 
international  boundary  pedestrian  fence  on  drainage  systems  and  infrastructure  We  recommend  that  BLM 
review  this  article  to  ensure  that  such  issues  are  adequately  addressed 

Section  4 18  1.3.2  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  describe  the  effects  of  the  drainaae  plan  mcludmq 
fencing.  The  scenario  presented  in  the  NPS  article  is  not  directly  comparable  to  SSEP  The  fence  installations 
referenced  in  the  NPS  article  serve  a vastly  different  purpose  than  the  fencing  to  be  employed  at  the  SSEP 
Border  fencing  is  meant  to  serve  as  an  effective  obstacle  to  pedestrian  traffic  The  buned  concrete  footers  along 
the  length  of  the  fence  which  prevent  an  easy  breach  of  the  obstacle  are  what  force  the  design  to  incorporate 
the  wide  gauge  "mesh"  along  drainage  paths  and  also  contribute  to  the  scouring  effect  as  surface  water  flows 
away  from  clogged  crossing  points.  The  perimeter  fence  at  the  SSEP  is  not  intended  to  be  a security  barrier 
suited  to  close  an  international  border,  its  purpose  is  to  prevent  the  casual  observer  from  damaging  sensitive 
equipment  and/or  injuring  themselves  The  SSEP's  drainage  design  will  collect  off-site/upstream  flow  in 
perimeter  channels  prior  to  these  flows  reaching  the  perimeter  fence  The  flows  are  intended  to  flow  around,  not 
through,  the  fence 

8 

WAT-6 

Permitting 

Who  will  monitor  the  water  usage  by  the  plant7  Should  the  plant  decide  to  use  more  water  than  predicted,  who 
will  be  policing? 

The  General  Industrial  Use  permit  issued  by  ADWR  requires  the  permittee  to  monitor  groundwater  withdrawals 
Section  3 18.2.2  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  note  this  requirement 
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4 

1 1-G 

WAT-6 

Permitting 

Since  the  City  will  be  approaching  the  maximum  demand  on  the  Rainbow  Valley  groundwater  resource  at  the 
end  of  the  projected  life  of  the  SSEP,  the  City  definitely  will  want  to  be  part  of  any  permit  renewal  process  that 
might  be  undertaken  to  continue  the  operation  of  the  SSEP  in  order  to  review  the  potential  impact  of  the  project 
on  the  City’s  water  supply  at  that  time 

The  General  Industrial  Use  permit  process  is  managed  by  the  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources  BLM 
recommends  that  the  City  work  with  ADWR  to  review  future  impacts  on  the  City’s  water  supply 

1 

1 1-G 

WAT-7 

Water  Usage. 

Quantities/Analvsis/ 

Assumptions 

[The  Committed  Demand  for  the  Rainbow  Valley  sub-basin  used  in  the  model  simulations  in  the  Golder 
Associates  December  2009  report  for  Project  No  093-92820  was  reviewed  by  the  City  of  Goodyear  staff  in 
relation  to  the  City's  Integrated  Water  Master  Plan  (IWMP)  document  prepared  by  Black  & Veatch  dated  June 
2008 

[See  attachment  for  data] 

Since  the  IWMP  document  projected  that  the  City  intends  to  use  51,520  ac  ft./yr.  from  the  Rainbow  Valley 
aquifer,  it  would  have  been  preferable  for  Golder  Associates  to  have  used  this  demand,  rather  than  the 
29,668  5 ac  ft./yr  that  was  used  in  the  water  report.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  IWMP  anticipated  that  the 
properties  with  the  AWS  designations  for  29.668  5 ac  ft./yr  would  be  served  by  Goodyear  from  the  51 ,520 
ac  ft./yr  noted  in  the  IWMP  That  would  leave  an  additional  demand  of  21 .852  ac  ft./yr  that  the  City  intends  to 
use  that  was  not  included  in  the  Golder  Associates  water  report 

Section  4 20  4 17  of  the  draft  EIS  evaluates  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  project  including  reasonably 
foreseeable  water  demands  Future  water  demands  that  have  not  been  approved  through  the  Assured  Water 
Supply  Program  were  not  included  in  this  analysis  because  there  is  insufficient  information  and  certainty  about 
those  demands  As  discussed  in  the  internal  cooperator  calls,  the  reasonably  foreseeable  water  development 
used  m the  model  was  acceptable  to  all  cooperating  parties  The  additional  water  demands  projected  for  the 
City  of  Goodyear  have  not  been  approved  for  future  development  and  are  therefore  not  reasonably  foreseeable 
or  specific  enough  to  use  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis 

2 

136-G 

WAT-7 

Water  Usage. 

Quantities/Anaysis/ 

Assumptions 

The  Final  EIS  should  address  how  the  water  supply  projections  were  developed  and  reasons  for  the  differences 
between  June  2009  and  April  2010  estimates  It  should  also  express  the  water  use  requirements  in  gallons  per 
MW  hour  (gaUMWh) 

Between  June  2009  and  publication  of  the  draft  EIS.  engineering  refinements  resulted  in  reduced  water  use 
estimates  of  about  half,  hence  the  difference  between  4,875  acre-feet  per  year  and  2,500  acre-feet  per  year 
The  April  2010  estimate  was  the  best  available  at  the  time  of  publication,  so  no  changes  regarding  water  use 
have  been  made  to  the  final  EIS.  However,  in  the  final  EIS  Table  2.15  has  been  uDdated  to  include  a row 
comparing  alternatives  in  units  of  gallons  per  MW-hour. 

4 

139-G 

WAT-7 

Water  Usage. 

Quantities/Anaysis/ 

Assumptions 

The  conclusion  the  a dry-cooled  technology  is  not  cost-effective  does  not  consider  the  future  cost  of  water  for 
the  SSEP's  neighbors,  Goodyear,  Buckeye  and  other  Arizona  water  users.  The  future  costs  of  water  resources 
in  Arizona  could  far  outweigh  the  cost  of  building  and  operating  a dry-cooled  plant 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

11 

148-G 

WAT-7 

Water  Usage, 

Quantities/Anaysis/ 

Assumptions 

The  DEIS  does  not  describe  the  impact  of  the  long-term  trend  of  increasing  population  in  Arizona  and 
communities  near  the  project  area.  While  this  trend  has  slowed  with  the  current  economic  downturn,  growth  is 
expected  to  continue,  placing  a greater  premium  on  resources  such  as  groundwater 

Additional  water  demands  associated  with  future  growth  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  are  incorporated  in 
the  cumulative  effects  analysis  of  groundwater  resources  found  in  Section  4.20.4  17  of  the  draft  EIS 

12 

148-G 

WAT-7 

Water  usage, 

Quantities/Analysis/Assumpti 

ons 

To  compound  the  problem  described  about  aquifer  recovery,  Table  4 80  appears  to  calculate  the  aquifer 
recovery  time  incorrectly  The  proposed  action  with  gas  co-firing  would  use  3,003  acre-feet  of  water  per  year 
and  a total  of  90,090  acre-feet  over  the  life  of  the  project.  At  a recharge  rate  of  2,550  acre-feet  per  year,  given 
on  page  4-172,  the  correct  recovery  time  would  seem  to  be  90,090  acre-feet  divided  by  2550  acre-feet  per  year 
or  35  years,  not  25  years  as  listed  in  the  table  The  values  for  other  alternatives  also  appear  incorrect 

Table  4 106  and  the  accompanying  text  have  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS  in  accordance  with  the  comments 
provided 

13 

148-G 

WAT-7 

Water  Usage, 

Quantities/Anaysis/ 

Assumptions 

The  DEIS  should  calculate  an  aquifer  restoration  rate  based  on  pumping  throughout  the  aquifer,  both  inclusive 
and  exclusive  of  the  groundwater  extraction  from  the  SSEP 

Section  4 20  4 17  1 of  the  draft  EIS  describes  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  SSEP  and  other  current  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  groundwater  demands  Tables  4 114  and  4 115  of  the  final  EIS  have  been  updated  to 
include  the  proportion  of  cumulative  withdrawals  associated  with  the  SSEP 

2 

84-1 

WAT-8 

use  of  reclaimed  water 

Is  there  not  anyway  to  make  the  plant  "More  Green"  by  recycling  water  rather  than  removing  a precious 
resource  from  the  valley  for  all  of  its  residents  1 would  appreciate  some  information  on  the  impact  the  plant  will 
have  on  the  water  table  and  whether  the  possibility  of  reclaimed  water  has  been  fully  explored 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Section  2.5.4  1.2  of  the  draft  EIS  descnbes  the  water  cycling  requirements  the 
SSEP  would  need  to  comply  with  according  to  the  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources  Groundwater 
impacts  are  summarized  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 18  2 3 and  detailed  in  Appendix  E and  Appendix  F (F  and 
G in  the  final  EIS)  Section  2 9 7 of  the  draft  EIS  describes  alternative  waters  sources,  including  reclaimed 
water,  that  were  considered  for  the  SSEP  as  well  as  the  reasons  why  each  was  not  deemed  feasible  as  a water 
supply  for  the  project  Detailed  analysis  of  an  alternative  using  photovoltaic  technology  to  generate  electricity 
(Sub-alternative  Al)  has  been  incorporated  Into  the  final  EIS.  The  water  use  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  all  of 
the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS  A summary  of  water  use  for  all  alternatives  has  been  incorporated 
into  Section  4 1 8.2  of  the  final  EIS 

29 

148-G 

WAT-8 

use  of  reclaimed  water 

The  FEIS  should  evaluate  potential  sources  of  reclaimed  water  from  all  wastewater  treatment  plants  in  at  least 
a 40-mile  radius 

Additional  sources  of  water  were  considered  during  alternatives  development  No  reclaimed  water  could  be 
identified  for  the  project  in  sufficient  quantities  to  meet  the  project  needs  Please  see  Section  2 9.7  of  the  draft 
EIS  for  a complete  list  of  sources  of  water  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis 
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30 

148-G 

WAT-8 

use  of  reclaimed  water 

The  FEIS  should  evaluate  industrial  wastewater  sources  within  at  least  40  miles. 

Reclaimed  sources  of  water  within  30  - 40  miles  of  the  proposed  project  Right-of-Way  were  evaluated  during 
alternatives  develooment  (see  Section  2 9 7 of  the  draft  EIS)  No  industrial  wastewater  sources  are  Dresent 
within  30  - 40  miles  of  the  proposed  project  Although  some  potential  reclaimed  water  sources  were  identified, 
many  of  the  providers  were  unwilling  or  unable  to  sell  sufficient  reclaimed  water  to  supply  the  project.  Other 
water  supplies  were  found  to  be  infeasible  due  to  the  high  costs  associated  with  securing  easements,  pipeline 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  Please  see  Section  2 9 7 of  the  draft  EIS  for  a complete  list  of 
sources  of  water  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis. 

2 

11 -G 

WAT-9 

Cumulative  Impacts 

For  the  purposes  of  the  EIS,  which  has  to  consider  cumulative  effects  that  may  occur  from  development 
planned  within  the  foreseeable  future,  a related  question  is  when  this  additional  21,852  ac  ft./yr.  will  be  required 
Based  on  population  forecasts  prepared  by  MAG  through  2035  and  an  assumed  growth  rate  of  1%  per  year  for 
2036  and  beyond,  as  used  in  the  IWMP  document,  it  appears  that  the  City  of  Goodyear  will  not  reach  maximum 
demand  on  the  Rainbow  Valley  groundwater  resource  until  after  2045  which  is  beyond  the  projected  life  of  the 
SSEP 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

4 

129-G 

WAT-9 

Cumulative  Impacts 

By  itself,  the  project's  impact  on  groundwater  levels  in  Rainbow  Valley  appears  to  be  minimal  based  on  the 
Groundwater  Resource  Evaluation  prepared  by  Golder  Associates  for  the  DEIS  However,  the  amount  of 
development  that  is  likely  to  occur  within  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  may  have  been  underestimated  in 
the  Golder  Associates  report,  since  it  only  considered  future  development  that  had  been  processed  through 
ADWR's  Assured  Water  Supply  Program,  and  the  report  assumed  that  no  additional  solar  energy  generation 
projects  utilizing  similar  technology  will  be  developed  in  this  area. 

Section  4.20  4 17  of  the  draft  EIS  evaluates  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  project  including  reasonably 
foreseeable  water  demands  Future  water  demands  that  have  not  been  approved  through  the  Assured  Water 
Supply  Program  were  not  included  in  this  analysis  because  there  is  insufficient  information  and  certainty  about 
those  demands  The  BLM  is  unaware  of  other  solar  proposals  that  plan  to  withdraw  from  the  same  aquifer 

5 

129-G 

WAT-9 

Cumulative  Impacts 

Although  the  City  currently  is  not  using  any  water  from  Rainbow  Valley,  this  groundwater  source  was  identified 
in  the  City's  Integrated  Water  Master  Plan  as  an  essential  part  of  the  City's  water  resources  and  is  part  of  the 
City's  Assured  Water  Supply  application  that  is  pending  before  the  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources 
The  City's  IWMP  identified  a potential  well  field  located  along  the  banks  of  the  Waterman  Wash  which  is  less 
than  four  miles  from  the  proposed  wells  to  serve  this  project  Based  on  the  current  depressed  rate  of  growth  in 
the  Phoenix  metropolitan  area,  the  water  usage  projected  in  the  proposed  action  may  not  adversely  affect  the 
City's  ability  to  supply  water  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  area  in  the  short  term  Howeve  , the  city  will  continue  to  grow 
in  the  Rainbow  Valley  area  and  there  could  be  a point  at  which  the  City's  water  demand  and  that  of  the 
proposed  action  may  be  in  conflict,  particularly  if  the  amount  of  groundwater  drawdown  projected  in  the  Golder 
Associates  report  is  exceeded,  or  the  project  is  allowed  to  continue  its  operations  beyond  the  30-year  initial 
lease  period 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

5 

136-G 

WAT-9 

Cumulative  Impacts 

The  project  is  located  within  the  Phoenix  Active  Management  Area,  which  is  undei  a deadline  to  achieve  sale- 
yield  by  the  year  2025  through  use  of  renewable  water  supplies,  decreased  ground  water  withdrawals,  and 
efficient  water  use.  There  is  little  to  no  mention  of  how  this  project  will  affect  this  water  management  goal  or  how 
the  project,  particularly  when  taken  cumulatively  with  other  water  supply  demands  (including  those  from  other 
wet-cooling  CST  projects  proposed  for  development),  will  affect  the  basin  and  state  water  budgets  The  Final 
EIS  should  address  these  potential  impacts 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Section  4 20.4  17.1  ol  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  discussion  on 
how  the  Droiect  is  in  compliance  with  Phoenix  AMA  reaulations 

294 

143-B 

WAT-9 

Cumulative  Impacts 

pg  4.195  to  4-197 

4.20.3  Section  4.20.3  (Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions)  Table  4 86  contains  eight  master  planned 
communities  (MPCs)  within  the  "Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin  Cumulative  Effects  Analysis  Area  " The  source  of 
this  information  should  be  explained,  given  that  only  four  MPCs  have  an  approved  Analysis  of  Assured  Water 
Supply  (AAWS)  through  ADWR  The  other  MPCs  are  not  part  of  the  approved  developments  that  were  modeled 
for  the  cumulative  drawdown  analysis 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  Table  4.1 13  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  clarifv  which  MPCs  were 

identified  as  reasonably  foreseeable  and  used  in  the  cumulative  oroundwater  drawdown  analvsis.  Section 

4.20.4  17  further  explains  whv  the  four  MPCs  were  used  for  this  analysis 

5 

77-1 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

1 am  excited  about  a renewable  energy  project  here  in  our  desert,  but  1 am  concerned  that  the  disruption  to 
habitat  and  conservation  area  be  kept  to  a minimum 

Alternative  B Reduced  Footprint  was  designed  in  part  to  address  wildlife  displacement  and  conservation 
concerns.  The  impacts  of  Alternative  B and  other  alternatives  on  wildlife  habitat  are  disclosed  in  Section  4 19  of 
the  draft  EIS 

2 

81-1 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

1 want  to  make  sure  that  BLM  here  is  not  going  to  round  up  wild  horses  and  burros  like  they  are  doing  in 
Nevada  and  also  California. 

There  are  no  plans  to  round  up  wild  horses  and  burros  as  a pari  of  this  project 
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20 

143-B 

WL-1 

General. 

Usage  of  scientific  names  of  plants  and  animals  seems  to  be  erratic.  The  scientific  name  of  some  species  is 
used  two  or  more  times  in  the  same  chapter  in  some  cases  while  other  species  are  not  accorded  a scientific 
name  - often  in  the  same  paragraph  where  others  are  given  scientific  names.  The  scientific  name  of  a plant  or 
animal  should  be  provided  the  first  time  the  plant  or  animal  is  mentioned  and  not  again  - this  includes  tabular 
data  i e If  a plant  or  animal  appears  in  a table  with  its  scientific  name  before  that  plant  or  animal  is  mentioned 
in  text,  the  scientific  name  does  not  appear  in  text  at  that  point  since  the  scientific  name  was  given  in  the  table 

The  use  of  scientific  names  in  the  final  EIS  has  been  reviewed  for  compliance  with  BLM's  style  guide  for  the 
SSEP  Corrections  were  made  as  aDorooriate  in  the  final  EIS. 

76 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-120  Section  3.19.2 
LORS  should  be  spelled  out 

The  acronym  for  Laws,  Ordinances,  Regulations,  and  Standards  (LORS)  has  been  replaced  with  the  complete 
phrase  in  the  referenced  section  of  the  final  EIS 

78 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-121  Section  3.19.2  4 
LSFO  should  be  spelled  out 

The  acronym  for  Lower  Sonoran  Field  Office  (LSFS)  has  been  replaced  with  the  complete  phrase  in  the 
referenced  section  of  the  final  EIS. 

79 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-125  Section  3.19.4  1 

Mule  deer  has  no  scientific  name  - see  my  general  comment  No  1 

The  use  of  scientific  names  in  the  final  EIS  has  been  reviewed  for  compliance  with  BLM’s  style  guide  for  the 
SSEP.  Corrections  were  made  as  aDDroDriate  in  the  final  EIS. 

80 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-126  Section  3.19  4.2 

Unclear,  - are  the  small  mammals  listed  priority  species  of  the  LSFO? 

Small  mammals  are  not  listed  as  priority  species  under  the  LSFO  The  discussion  about  small  mammals  has 
been  moved  under  Section  3.19  4.2.3  in  the  final  EIS  to  avoid  that  confusion. 

82 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-130  Section  3.19.5.2.1 
Woffinden?  Or  Wolfinden? 

The  correct  citation  is  ’Woffinden",  as  cited  in  Section  3.19.5.2.1  of  the  draft  EIS. 

84 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  3-138  Section  3.19.6.3.2 

Under  Gila  Monster  "animals  burrows"  should  be  "animal  burrows" 

This  revision  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS  in  the  referenced  section 

277 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-175  General  Comment  3 - Tables  4-81  and  4-62  plus  others  should  have  numbers  centered  under  the 
column  headings 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  This  concern  has  been  addressed  in  the  final  EIS 

278 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-176  General  Comment  4 - Scientific  names  of  badger  and  kit  fox  repeated  on  this  page  see  General 
Comment  1 

The  use  of  scientific  names  in  the  final  EIS  has  been  reviewed  for  compliance  with  BLM's  style  guide  for  the 
SSEP.  Corrections  were  made  as  aDDroDriate  in  the  final  EIS. 

279 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-176  to  4-177,  Section  4 19.2.1  3rdP 

Under  the  No-Action  alternative,  this  paragraph  states  that  wildlife  habitat  is  (presently)  impacted  since  wildlife 
are  displaced  from  preferred  habitat  by  vehicle  noise.  Later,  it  states  that  vehicle  noise  would  affect  wildlife 
physiologically,  resulting  in  increased  stress  levels,  increased  energy  expenditures,  reduced  fitness  of  individual 
animals,  and  reduced  population  health.  How  is  this  assertion  proved?  Where  is  the  discussion  of 
measurements  or  assessments  or  studies  of  wildlife  stress  levels,  energy  expenditures,  and/or  population 
health? 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  Citations  for  this  information  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4.19.1 
Because  it  is  difficult  to  measure  and  compare  wildlife  stress  levels  pre-  and  post-construction,  a discussion  of 
measurements  is  not  provided  in  the  draft  EIS  or  final  EIS  A discussion  of  studies  regarding  the  affects  of 
elevated  stress  levels  and  other  imoacts  due  to  road  construction,  maintenance,  and  traffic  volume  has  been 
added  to  Section  4. 191  of  the  final  EIS. 

Additionally,  a paragraph  explaining  the  assumption  that  noise  affects  wildlife  behavior  proportionate  to  traffic 
volume  and  soeed  has  been  added  to  Section  4 19  1 (Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions)  of  the  final  EIS. 

280 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-178,  Section  4.19.2.2  2 

It  is  asserted  herein  that  increased  exposure  to  human  noise  may  affect  individual  animal  stress  levels  for  those 
highly  mobile  species  that  had  to  walk  around  the  SSEP  perimeter  fence.  As  above,  a discussion  of 
measurements  or  assessments  or  studies  to  prove  this  assertion  are  lacking.  From  a scientific  viewpoint,  the 
perimeter  fence  levels  were  predicted  in  the  Tech  Report  to  generally  be  between  25  and  45  dBA  Document 
should  cite  impact  assessment  literature  to  establish  that  such  relatively  low  noise  levels  would  or  may 
negatively  affect  wildlife  of  any  species'  particularly  highly  mobile  animals 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Citations  for  this  information  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Sections 
4.19.2.2  and  4.19.1. 

Additionally,  a paragraph  explaining  the  assumption  that  noise  affects  wildlife  behavior  proportionate  to  the 
volume  and  duration  of  the  sound  has  been  added  to  Section  4 19  1 (Analysis  Area  and  Assumptions)  of  the 
final  EIS. 

281 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-178  Section  4.19.2.2,  1st  P (full) 

The  assertion  is  made  that  increased  amounts  of  human  noise  and  activity  would  displace  many  wildlife 
ndividuals  from  an  area  around  the  Project  Area,  thus  resulting  in  an  impact.  Later,  with  reduced  human  activity 
during  on-going  operations,  the  assertion  is  made  that  the  displaced  animals  may  return  to  the  habitat 
surrounding  the  SSEP  site.  As  above,  some  type  of  reference  document  or  a modicum  of  discussion  to  back  up 
these  assertions  needs  to  be  cited 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Citations  for  this  information  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 19.2.2 

Additionally  a paragraph  explaining  the  assumotion  that  human  noise  and  activity  affects  wildlife  behavior 
proportionate  to  the  volume  and  duration  of  the  sound  has  been  added  to  Section  4.19.1  (Analysis  Area  and 
Assumptions)  of  the  final  EIS. 
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282 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-178  Section  4 19  2.2  In  the  third  paragraph  the  point  is  made  that  the  Sonoran  Desert  is  not  fire 
dependent  Reword  this  to  make  the  message  stronger  and  more  clear  that  not  only  is  the  Sonoran  Desert  not 
fire  dependent  it  is  pretty  much  totally  fire  intolerant 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  This  sentence  has  been  re-worded  in  the  final  EIS  to  address  this  concern 

283 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-179  Section  4 19.2.2  2ndP(full) 

Assertions  that  noise  pollution'  (so  far  a defined  term  in  the  DEIS)  would  increase  stress  levels  in  wildlife.  See 
comments  above  Also,  ground  vibration  is  stated  as  causing  increased  stress  levels,  although  in  4 9.3.2,  the 
DEIS  states  that  vibration  levels  from  the  SSEP  facilities  would  be  undetectable. 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment  A Daraaraoh  exDlainma  the  assumption  that  noise  affects  wildlife  behavior 

proportionate  to  the  volume  and  duration  of  the  sound  has  been  added  to  Section  4 19  1 (Analysis  Area  and 

Assumptions)  of  the  final  EIS. 

Citations  suooortina  this  information  have  been  added  to  Section  4.19.1  of  the  final  EIS  and  a reference  to 
those  citations  added  to  Section  4 19  2 2 of  the  final  EIS. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  ground  vibration  and  construction  noise  levels  were  predicted  "at  the  nearest 
noise-sensitive  receptors"  (Section  4. 9.3.2),  which  are  0.9  mile  from  the  Proiect  Area  These  noise-sensitive 
receptor  locations  were  developed  based  on  human  perception  of  sound  and  measured  from  places  that 
humans  are  likely  to  be,  such  as  residences  and  public  spaces  Because  of  this,  the  noise  analysis  contributes 
to.  but  does  not  directlv  correlate  with  noise  effects  on  wildlife  This  information  was  added  to  Section  4 19.2  2 
of  the  final  EIS 

284 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-179  Section  4 19.2.2  3rd 
P(full) 

The  author  seems  to  be  backtracking  on  how  human  noise  would  result  in  wildlife  impacts  in  using  wording 
such  as  "it  is  likely"  and  "there  is  no  research  to  support  to  what  extent  displacement  " and  "the  exact  effects 
are  unknown  " Inconsistent  with  writing  earlier  in  the  document 

Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  Citations  for  this  information  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 19.2.2 
and  this  lanauaae  has  been  revised  to  be  consistent  between  sections  of  the  document 

290 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-189  Section  4 19  6 Residual  impacts  discuss  impacts  of  the  CCC  pond  removal  It  has  already  been 
discussed  that  the  pond  would  be  rebuilt  so  no  residual  impacts  would  occur 

Although  relocating  the  CCC  stock  pond  would  mitigate  most  of  the  effects  of  removing  the  original  stock  pond, 
there  would  still  be  some  residual  effects  on  wildlife  species.  These  consist  of  some  mortality  of  less-mobile 
species  such  as  amphibians  (eggs  and  tadpoles),  the  loss  of  breeding  habitat  for  amphibians,  and  potential 
changes  to  wildlife  movement  patterns  These  impacts  are  described  in  Section  4 19  6 of  the  draft  EIS. 

292 

143-B 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

pg  4-190  Section  4 19.7  increased  vehicle  traffic 

This  revision  has  been  made  in  the  final  EIS 

99 

150-0 

WL-1 

General  Comment 

From  Attachment  A,  scoping  letter,  Attachment  A - Criteria  for  use  in  identifying  appropriate  areas  for 
development 

The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  department  has  identified  lands  throughout  Arizona  that  are  "low  known  conflict" 
for  solar  and  other  renewable  energy  development  activities  However,  this  analysis  places  significant  state- 
wide constraints  on  renewable  energy  development  Additional  analysis  is  needed  at  a site-specific  level  to 
refine  habitat  and  corridor  data  to  determine  whether  renewable  energy  development  may  be  appropriate  in 
other  areas  not  currently  identified  by  the  agency  as  "low  known  conflict." 

Analysis  and  conclusions  related  to  the  referenced  document  are  bevond  the  scope  of  this  EIS  analysis  and  the 
federal  decision  for  the  SSEP  The  additional  site-specific  analysis  suaqested  relates  to  the  need  to  refine 
habitat  and  corridor  data  to  determine  whether  renewable  enerav  development  mav  be  appropriate  in  other 

areas  not  currently  identified  bv  AZGFD  as  "low  known  conflict".  The  suaaested  analvsis  does  not  relate  to  data 

aatherina  and  analvsis  specific  to  the  SSEP 

15 

162-1 

WL-1 

General  Comments 

In  this  case,  the  DEIS  does  not  address  the  issue  of  meta-populations  of  bighorn  in  the  region  and  how  this 
project  might  impact  them,  their  movement,  and  genitive  diversity  of  local  populations 

All  relevant  information  available  from  AZGFD  regarding  metapopulations  of  bighorn  sheep  has  been  added  to 
Section  3.19  4 2 of  the  final  EIS  An  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  this  project  on  the  movement  of  bighorn  sheep  is 
discussed  in  Section  4 19  4 2 2 of  the  draft  EIS.  and  is  updated  in  the  same  section  of  the  final  EIS  to  include 
information  about  bighorn  sheep  metapopulations  This  analysis  uses  the  best  data  currently  available  to  the 
BLM,  provided  by  AZGFD 

5 

74-1 

WL-2 

Wildlife  Habitat  Connectivity 

expect  care  has  been  taken  to  ensure  the  plant  is  situated  so  that  it  does  not  adversely  effect  wildlife  corridors 

Impacts  of  this  project  on  wildlife  corridors  are  discussed  in  Section  4 19  4 of  the  draft  EIS 

289 

143-B 

WL-2 

Wildlife  Habitat  Connectivity 

pg  4-185  Section  4 19.4.2.1 

Vegetation  clearing  is  probably  not  necessary  for  powerline  construction  in  this  area.  Suggest  rewording  this 
sentence. 

Vegetation  clearing  would  be  required  during  power  line  construction  for  the  preparation  of  marshalling  yards, 
access  and  spur  road  construction,  and  clearing  and  grading  pole  sites  for  the  transmission  tower  foundations 
Please  refer  to  Section  2.5.3  3.1  of  the  draft  EIS  for  more  detailed  information 
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307 

143-B 

WL-2 

Wildlife  Habitat  Connectivity 

pg  4-214  Section  4.20.4  18  1 
15-16 

The  DEIS  states  "The  presence  and  noise  of  human  habitation  and  activity  has  reduced  habitat  quality  " DEIS 
lacks  definitive  proof  of  this  assertion  This  is  a very  broad  conclusion,  but  without  clarifications  or  qualifications, 
thus  implying  that  it  pertains  to  all  portions  of  the  CEAA  Yet,  even  with  expected,  cumulative  build-out  with  all 
identified  RFA's,  the  amount  of  the  CEAA  that  is  potential  developed  was  given  as  11%  (page  4-203),  so  how 
can  all  portions  of  the  CEAA  have  reduced  habitat  quality  if  only  11%  is  under  consideration  for  development  in 
the  coming  years? 

The  projected  11%  build-out  quoted  from  page  4-203  refers  to  the  5-km  CEAA  that  was  used  as  the  analysis 
area  for  the  noise  resource  The  wildlife  cumulative  analysis  uses  the  Rainbow  Wash  CEAA,  as  described  in 
Section  4 20  2 of  the  draft  EIS  Because  of  this,  the  11%  build-out  statistic  does  not  directly  transfer  to  the 
wildlife  analysis  However,  in  Section  4 20  4 18  of  the  final  EIS.  the  sentence  has  been  changed  to  read  as 
follows  The  presence  and  noise  of  human  habitation  and  activity  throughout  areas  that  have  been  converted 
to  commercial,  residential,  and  agricultural  land  uses  (as  described  in  Sections  4.20  4.8  INoisel  and  4.20  4 14 
[Veqetationl)  has  reduced  habitat  quality  for  many  wildlife  species  " 

23 

150-0 

WL-2 

Wildlife  Habitat  Connectivity 

As  impacts  from  the  SSEP  access  road  from  SR  85  appear  to  be  one  of  the  major  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the 
project.  BLM  should  also  analyze  the  economic  feasibility  of  NextEra  decommissioning  and  reclaiming  the 
access  road  after  project  construction  and  providing  access  for  operations  and  maintenance  along  existing 
roads  east  of  SSEP  Providing  operations  and  maintenance  access  from  the  east  would  greatly  reduce  impacts 
of  SSEP  during  its  30  year  project  lifetime  to  the  Gila  Bend-Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Wildlife  Linkage 
and  the  Buckeye  Hills-Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Wildlife  Linkage 

The  proposed  access  road  off  of  SR;85  is  intended  to  use  primary  arteries  to  the  maximum  degree  possible  to 
reduce  impacts  from  the  use  of  roads  from  the  east  (dust,  traffic  through  residential  areas,  high  traffic  volume  on 
low  speed  roads,  etc)  The  BLM  has  proposed  other  mitigation  measures  for  the  road  from  SR:85  to  address 
impacts  to  wildlife,  which  can  be  found  in  Section  4 19  5 of  the  draft  EIS 

25 

150-0 

WL-2 

Wildlife  Habitat  Connectivity 

BLM  should  also  analyze  the  economic  feasibility  of  decommissioning  and  reclaiming  the  SSEP  access  road 
and  providing  operations  and  maintenance  access  from  the  east  to  limit  impacts  to  wildlife  linkages 

The  proposed  access  road  off  of  SR:85  is  intended  to  use  primary  arteries  to  the  maximum  degree  possible  to 
reduce  impacts  from  the  use  of  roads  from  the  east  (dust,  traffic  through  residential  areas,  high  traffic  volume  on 
low  speed  roads,  etc)  BLM  has  proposed  other  mitigation  measures  for  the  road  from  SR;85  to  address 
impacts  to  wildlife,  which  can  be  found  in  Section  4 19  5 of  the  draft  EIS 

14 

162-1 

WL-2 

Wildlife  Habitat  Connectivity 

extend  dendritically  into  the  landscape  beyond  its  boundaries  Things  like  prehistoric  and  historic  trails  and 
wildlife  corridors  connect  the  place  to  the  surrounding  area.  Something  glossed  over  by  the  DEIS  is  the  fact  that 
the  BLM  parcel  where  this  project  area  is  located  is  the  only  undeveloped  connection  left  between  the  Gila 
River  and  SDNM.  There  are  no  long-term  studies  of  the  use  of  this  corridor  by  wildlife,  so  there  is  no  baseline 
upon  which  to  determine  whether  or  not  construction  of  this  industrial  facility  might  irrevocably  harm  or  even 
destroy  wildlife  populations  in  SDNM  It  is  well  known  that  cutting  off  access  to  river  corridors  has  significant 
impacts  to  wildlife,  such  as  what  has  happened  to  the  endangered  Sonoran  Pronghorn  after  access  was  cut  to 
the  Gila  and  Colorado  Rivers. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  Section  3 19  6 1 (Gila  Bend-Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument 
Linkage)  "The  Gila  Bend-Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  linkage  is  the  only  wildlife  corridor  between  the 
monument  and  the  Gila  River  that  avoids  existina  suburban  develooment  (Beier  et  al  2008)."  Additionally, 
language  has  been  added  to  Section  4 19.4  2.1  of  the  final  EIS  that  discloses  additional  impacts  to  wildlife  from 
blocking  access  to  river  corridors. 

77 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  3-120  Section  3.19.2.2 

The  first  sentence  should  state  that  the  MBTA  protects  the  majority  of  birds  in  the  US  not  just  the  migratory 
ones 

This  sentence  has  been  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  read  " provides  protection  for  836  bird  species  present  in 
the  United  States,  most  of  which  are  migratory  " 

81 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  3-128  T.3.55  Leconte  s thrasher  should  be  Le  Conte  s thrasher 

This  has  been  addressed  in  the  final  EIS 

83 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  3-130  Section  3.19.5.2.1 

Under  Peregnne  Falcon,  third  paragraph,  first  sentence  change  to  "wading  birds" 

This  has  been  addressed  in  the  final  EIS 

285 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  4-182  Section  4 19  3 Suite  of  birds.  Also  why  is  Crissal  in  Crissal  thrasher  capitalized7 

These  changes  have  been  addressed  in  the  final  EIS 

286 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  4-182  Section  4 19  3 2 Winter  observations  of  birds  and  sign  really  does  not  suggest  spring-summer 
breeding.  Many  areas  with  birds  n winter  do  not  have  breeding  birds  in  spring 

Section  3 19  5.2  1 has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  include  a footnote  describina  the  likelihood  of  breedma 
owls  in  the  Proiect  Area 

287 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  4-182  Section  4 19.3.2  3rdP 

Same  unfounded  assertions  as  above  stating  that  human  noise  would  displace  burrowing  owls 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Citations  describing  these  DOtential  impacts  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4 19.3.3. 

288 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  4-184  Section  4 19.3  4 8 Again,  no  basis  has  been  given  that  human  noise  during  construction  makes  it 
likely  that  habitat  degradation 

would  occur  (to  the  burrowing  owl  population) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  Citations  describing  these  DOtential  imDacts  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4 19.3  6 

291 

143-B 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

pg  4-190  Section  4 19  7 Again,  no  basis  has  been  given  that  human  noise  during  construction  makes  it  likely 
that  habitat  degradation  would  occur  (to  the  burrowing  owl  population) 

Thank  yon  for  ynur  comment  Citations  describing  these  potential  impacts  have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in 
Section  4 19  7 

27 

148-G 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

The  FEIS  should  discuss  the  potential  of  the  evaporation  ponds  to  attract  ravens,  and  the  impact  of  that  on 
desert  tortoises. 

This  information  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS  in  Section  4 19.3.3. 
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28 

148-G 

WL-3 

Avian  Wildlife 

The  FEIS  should  discuss  additional  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  attractiveness  of  the  evaporation  ponds 
to  migratory  birds  and  water  fowl  For  example,  the  FEIS  could  describe  potential  bird  hazing  techniques  and 
their  effectiveness. 

Section  4.19  5 of  the  draft  EIS  includes  potential  mitigation  to  exclude  wildlife,  including  avian  species,  from  the 
evaporation  ponds  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  include  hazing  The  effectiveness  of  the 
potential  mitiaation  is  considered  in  the  evaluation  of  residual  impacts  in  Section  4 19  6 of  the  draft  EIS  and  and 
Section  4.19.5  of  the  final  EIS 

1 

135-G 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

The  Department  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  representatives  met  on  May  20th  to  discuss  a 
Department  suggestion  to  include  removal  of  documented  occurrences  of  badger  and  kit  fox  in  the 
preconstruction  plans  to  relocate  burrowing  owl  We  agreed  to  incorporate  removal  of  kit  fox  and  badger  with 
existing  plans  to  relocate  all  burrowing  owls  preconstruction  as  a project  mitigation  measure  We  agreed  that 
biological  surveys  conducted  for  development  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  be  supplemented 
with  a complete  survey  of  the  entire  project  footprint  to  locate  and  mark  all  burrows  occupied  by  owls,  kit  fox 
and/or  badger  A survey  proposal  (with  costs)  is  forthcoming  from  the  Department  Survey  results  for  kit  fox  will 
be  used  to  decide  on  relocation  procedures.  Relocation  procedures  may  involve  fitting  all  trapped  fox  with  GPS 
collars  to  evaluate  a)  the  success  of  trap  and  relocation  efforts  and/or  b)  the  response  of  kit  fox  to  site 
development  with  no  intervention  to  relocate.  The  Department  will  provide  BLM  With  a second  proposal  for  the 
trapping  and  removal  of  owls,  kit  fox  and  badgers,  as  well  as  potential  deployment  of  GPS  and  monitoring 
research  to  evaluate  management  actions.  Immediately  prior  to  construction  all  burrowing  owls  will  be  relocated 
to  a site  determined  by  BLM  and  all  badger  will  be  released  at  a location  to  be  determined  by  the  Department 

Chapter  5 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  reference  to  proposals  provided  bv  AZGFD  to 

Boulevard  The  updated  Chapter  5 also  includes  reference  to  an  MOU  that  would  be  entered  into  between 

AZGFD  and  Boulevard  Proposals  can  be  found  in  the  Administrative  Record  for  the  SSEP 

4 

135-G 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

We  also  strongly  recommend  including  the  Departments  proposals  for  mitigation/compensation  for  loss  of 
wildlife  habitat  Currently,  the  DEIS  does  not  require  any  mitigation  and  sets  an  unwarranted  precedent 

Chapter  5 of  the  final  EIS  has  been  updated  to  include  reference  to  proposals  provided  bv  AZGFD  to 

Boulevard.  The  updated  Chapter  5 also  includes  reference  to  an  MOU  that  would  be  entered  into  between 

AZGFD  and  Boulevard.  Proposals  can  be  found  in  the  Administrative  Record  for  the  SSEP 

5 

150-0 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

BLM  should  improve  the  wildlife  mitigation  section  to  1 ) improve  the  format  of  the  content,  enabling  readers  to 
clearly  link  impacts  and  mitigation  measures.  2)  include  additional  detail  about  proposed  on-site  mitigations 
measures,  3)  commit  to  further  consideration  and  analysis  of  potential  off-site  mitigation  measures  that  NextEra 
could  perform,  and  4)  specify  which  mitigation  measures  will  be  required  as  terms  and  conditions  in  the  Record 
Of  Decision  (ROD) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  1)The  language  in  Section  4 19.5  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  augmented  to  help  the 
reader  more  effectively  link  each  mitigation  measure  with  the  impact  it  is  meant  to  mitigate 
2)  The  BLM  feels  that  the  level  of  detail  provided  in  the  wildlife  mitigation  measure  section  is  sufficient  for  the 
purposes  of  this  document  Additional  detail  will  be  provided  by  the  BLM  in  the  ROD,  per  40  CFR  1505.2(c).  3) 
Additional  proposed  mitigation  submitted  by  AZGFD  has  been  included  in  Section  4.19  5 of  the  final  EIS  4)  The 
purpose  of  this  document  is  to  assist  the  BLM  in  preparing  a ROD  Mitigation  measures  required  under  the 
ROD  will  not  be  finalized  until  the  EIS  is  finalized 

12 

150-0 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

Further,  some  of  the  wildlife  mitigation  measures  in  the  DEIS  are  well  thought  out  and  appropriate 

Thank  you  for  your  comment 

13 

150-0 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

However,  the  way  the  wildlife  mitigation  measures  are  spread  throughout  the  document  is  confusing,  and  some 
measures  are  not  even  specifically  set  out  in  the  DEIS,  but  rather  require  the  reader  to  refer  to  the  35-year-old 
BLM  Resource  Management  Plan  (and  amendments)  for  the  larger  area  in  which  the  project  is  proposed 

Section  2.3  of  the  final  EIS  (Features.  Management,  and  Considerations  Common  to  Each  Action  Alternative) 
has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  placement  and  incorporation  of  mitigation  measures  in  the  final  EIS.  and  also  to 
provide  specific  stipulations  from  the  BLM  Lower  Sonoran  Field  Office  Resource  Manaoement  Plan 

20 

150-0 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

BLM  should  increase  the  certainty  in  what,  where,  when,  and  how  mitigation  measures  will  be  carried  out  and 
how  they  will  be  monitored  For  example,  the  mitigation  measure  to  prevent  wildlife  exposure  to  selenium  in 
evaporation  pond  water  states  In  order  to  prevent  wildlife  exposure  to  selenium  or  other  potentially  toxic 
constituents  in  evaporation  pond  water,  wildlife  would  be  excluded  from  accessing  these  ponds  through  a 
combination  of  fencing  and  netting  or  other  suitable  measures  Alternatively,  other  suitable  measures  would  be 
identified  and  implemented  that  would  similarly  ensure  that  there  was  a minimal  risk  of  harm  to  wildlife  (p  4- 
187,  emphasis  added) 

This  language  does  not  provide  any  certainty  for  what  measures  would  actually  be  implemented  to  prevent 
wildlife  exposure  to  selenium,  nor  does  it  specify  how  monitoring  and  any  necessary  adaptive  management  will 
be  conducted 

The  specific  mitigation  measure  cited  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  read:  "In  order  to  prevent  wildlife 
exoosure  to  selenium  or  other  ootentiallv  toxic  constituents  in  evaporation  pond  water,  wildlife  would  be 
excluded  from  accessinq  these  ponds  through  a combination  of  fencinq,  nettinq,  hazmq,  or  other  similarly 
effective  measures." 

Specific  mitigation  measures  will  not  be  selected  for  implementation  until  the  BLM  publishes  a ROD  Per  40 
CFR  1505.21c!,  the  ROD  will  summarize  and  adopt  a momtonng  and  enforcement  program  for  the  selected 
mitigation  measures. 

21 

150-0 

WL-5 

Mitigation 

Of  particular  concern  is  how  NextEra  intends  to  prevent  migratory  birds  from  accessing  the  evaporation  ponds 

Boulevard  has  not  included  a desian  feature  to  limit  access  to  the  ponds  In  Section  4 19.5  of  the  draft  EIS  and 
final  EIS.  BLM  has  reworded  the  mitiaation  measure  to  read  as  follows  "In  order  to  prevent  wildlife  exposure  to 
selenium  or  other  potentially  toxic  constituents  in  evaporation  pond  water,  wildlife  would  be  excluded  from 

accessma  these  ponds  throuah  a combination  of  fencma.  nettma.  hazina  or  other  similarly  effective  measures  " 

The  methods  bv  which  this  exclusion  would  occur  are  undetermined  and  will  be  worked  out  with  involvement  bv 

the  BLM  and  USFWS 

A-94 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  A.  Response  to  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Table  A.2  Draft  EIS  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

No. 

Letter  No. 

Resource 

Code 

Resource  Subcode 

Text 

Response 

61 

150-0 

WL-6 

Special  Status  Species 

From  Attachment  A.  scoping  letter  The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  has  conducted  an  analysis  of  this 
area  and  lists  species  of  concern  as:  Western  Burrowing  Owl,  Sonoran  Desert  Tortoise,  and  Least  Bittern  (bat). 
Recommendation:  The  BLM  should  prioritize  protection  of  species  in  the  project  proposal  area  by  further 
analyzing  potential  impacts  and  developing  Best  Management  Practices  and  steps  to  minimize  and  mitigate  any 
unavoidable  impacts  The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  should  analyze  impacts  on  each  of 
these  species,  as  well  as  other  wildlife,  and  develop  an  alternative  that  limits  the  impacts  to  the  greatest  degree 
possible 

The  impacts  of  this  Droiect  on  SDecial-status  soecies  are  described  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section  4 19.3  Soecial- 
status  Species  Additionally,  Appendix  D (E  in  the  final  EIS)  of  the  draft  EIS  presents  all  special-status  species 
considered  and  which  ones  were  retained  for  detailed  analysis  in  the  body  of  the  draft  EIS  Protection  of  these 
species  is  prioritized  accordma  to  BLM  oolicv  (Manual  6840).  as  is  described  in  the  draft  EIS  in  Section 
3 19  2 4 Developina  Best  Manaaement  Practices  (BMPs)  for  these  species  is  out  of  the  scope  of  the  decision 
to  be  made  bv  the  BLM  because  BMPs  are  created  throuah  BLM  oolicv.  and  are  not  determined  throuah  the 

NEPA  process  for  this  site-soecific  oroiect.  however,  species-specific  mitiqation  measures  are  listed  in  Section 

4 19  5 Potential  impacts  of  this  project  to  general  wildlife  species  and  special-status  species  are  analyzed  in 
Section  4 19  of  the  draft  EIS.  Lastly,  Alternative  B The  Reduced  Footprint  Alternative  was  developed  in  part  to 
reduce  impacts  on  wildlife 
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Consultation  Letters 


In  Reply  Refer  to: 

A I SO/FA 

224 1 0-2008-1-0  >44 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv  ice 
Arizona  Ecological  Services  Field  Office 
2321  West  Royal  Palm  Road,  Suite  103 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85021-4951  nc 
Telephone:  (602)  242-0210  Fax:  (602)  242-2513 

~ PHOEfil ' 


' El  ZONA 


August  1 1 , 2009 


Memorandum 


To:  Field  Manager.  Bureau  ol  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District.  Lower  Sonoran  Field 

Office.  Phoenix.  Arizona  (Attn:  Tim  Hughes) 

From:  F ield  Supervisor 

Subject:  Request  For  Speeics  l ist  for  Sonoran  Solar  Project 


I hank  you  for  your  memorandum  dated  July  8.  2009.  which  we  received  July  8.  requesting  a 
species  list  for  the  Sonoran  Solar  Project,  south  of  Buckeye,  Maricopa  County.  Arizona,  to  assist 
in  the  development  of  Biological  Vssessment  (BA)  in  accordance  with  section  7 of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  t FSA)  of  1 973.  as  amended  ( 1 6 U.S, C.  1531  etseq.).  Typically,  we 
refer  requests  for  species  lists  to  our  internet  homepage,  where  we  post  lists  of  the  endangered, 
threatened,  proposed,  and  candidate  species  occurring  in  each  of  Arizona's  15  counties: 
http://v»  u u .fw  s,<jl<o  /smithw  cst/cs/arizona.  However,  because  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
is  seeking  specific  information  to  be  used  in  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  we  offer  the  follow  ing  comments  regarding  threatened  and  endangered  species. 


Based  on  our  knowledge  of  the  proposed  project,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  endangered,  threatened, 
proposed,  and  or  candidate  species  occur  on  those  lands  where  solar  fields  and  associated 
amenities  would  be  constructed.  1 low  ever,  these  lands  could  provide  habitat  for  the  Tucson 
shovel-nosed  snake  (( Itionaclis  occipitalis  kluttberi)  and  the  Sonoran  desert  tortoise  (C iopherus 
agassizii).  On  July  -9.  2008.  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sen  ice  published  a 90-dav  finding  that  a 
petition  to  list  the  1 ucsoti  shovel-nosed  snake  presented  substantial  information  indicating  that 
listing  the  species  may  be  warranted.  On  October  9.  2008  we  were  petitioned  to  list  the  Sonoran 
desert  tortoise.  Our  conclusion  on  that  petition  is  pending,  but  is  expected  this  calendar  year. 

\l though  not  protected  at  this  time,  we  recommend  your  BA  evaluate  potential  effects  to  both  of 
these  species  as  their  status  may  change  prior  to  project  completion. 

Additionally,  wc  understand  that  the  project  will  rely  on  wells  to  provide  water  for  steam 
generation  and  evaporation  ponds.  Although  we  currently  have  no  information  regarding  the 
effects  tins  groundwater  pumping  may  have  on  surface  waters,  we  recommend  that  the  BA 
address  potential  effects  to  the  nearby  Gila  Riv  er  and  species  that  may  reside  there.  I lie  Gila 
Riser  contains  riparian  and  wetland  vegetation  that  may  provide  habitat  for  the  endangered 
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Yuma  clapper  rail  \Hailns  innpirosiris  t umamnsis ).  the  endangered  southwestern  willow 
11}  catcher  < V:tnphUmax  fnuifii  vxiimus  j.  and  the  candidate  \ el  low -hi  I led  cuckoo  {( 'meyzus 
amcricumts ).  \gatn.  we  recommend  consideration  of  the  cuckoo  because  us  status  could  chance 
prior  to  project  completion 

W c have  also  noted  >our  designation  of  I in  ironrnental  Planning  (iroup  as  a non-Federal 
representative  and  Boulevard  Associates.  ! PC  . as  the  Applicant  for  the  purposes  of  consultation 
under  section  7 of  the  ISA.  V e encourage  you  to  coordinate  the  review  o!  this  project  with  the 
Vri/ona  ( tame  and  ! ish  I )epartnient  If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  or  you  have  questions, 
please  contact  Mike  Martinez  (\224)  or  Debra  Bills  (x239). 


Steven  L Spangle 


cc.  District  Manager.  Phoenix  District.  Bureau  of  1 and  Management.  Phoenix.  .. 
Chief.  Habitat  Branch.  Vrizona  Game  and  I ish  Department.  Phoenix.  A/ 
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In  Reply  Refer  to: 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv  ice 
Arizona  Ecological  Services  Field  Office 

2321  West  Royal  Palm  Road,  Suite  103 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85021-4951 
Telephone:  (602)  242-0210  Fax:  (602)  242-2513 


AESO/FA 

22410-2008-1-0344 


January  1 1 , 2010 
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To:  Field  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Lower  Sonoran  Field 

Office,  Phoenix,  Arizona  (Attn:  Tim  Hughes) 


From:  Field  Supervisor 

Subject:  Request  for  Concurrence  with  No  Effect  Determination  Pursuant  to  Section  7 of  the 

Endangered  Species  Act  for  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Thank  you  for  your  correspondence  of  December  8,  2009,  which  we  received  December  9, 
requesting  our  concurrence,  in  accordance  with  section  7 of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 
(ESA)  as  amended  (16  LJ.S.C.  1531  el  seq.),  that  the  proposed  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  will 
have  no  effect  on  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  species.  We  also  received  the  November  2009 
Biological  Assessment  (BA)  that  accompanied  your  memorandum.  Listed  species  at  issue  in  this 
consultation  include  the  endangered  Yuma  clapper  rail  ( Rallus  longirostris  yunuwensis)  and  the 
endangered  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  ( Empidonax  traillii  extimus)  and  its  critical  habitat. 


We  appreciate  your  agency's  willingness  to  also  evaluate  potential  effects  to  the  yellow-billed 
cuckoo  (C'occyzus  americiums ),  Sonoran  desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus  ugassizii ),  and  Tucson 
shovel-nosed  snake  ( Chionactis  occipitalis  klauberi)  as  requested  in  our  August  1 1, 2009, 
memorandum.  We  believe  the  conservation  measures  detailed  in  your  Biological  Assessment 
will  ensure  protection  of  the  Sonoran  desert  tortoise.  The  yellow  billed  cuckoo  and  Tucson 
shovel-nosed  snake  arc  not  expected  to  be  impacted  bv  the  proposed  action. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  on  nearly  4,000  acres  of  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  lands  in  the  Little  Rainbow  Valley,  located  east  of  Arizona  State  Route  85,  and 
south  of  the  Buckeye  Hills  and  the  Town  of  Buckeye  in  Maricopa  County,  Arizona.  The  project 
would  consist  of  power  blocks,  solar  fields,  evaporation  ponds,  a heat  transfer  fluid  land 
treatment  area,  a well  field,  and  linear  facilities  such  as  access  roads,  transmission  line,  water 
pipeline,  and  gas  pipeline.  A complete  project  description  can  be  found  in  the  BA. 

Based  on  the  information  received,  we  concur  with  your  determination  that  the  proposed  action 
will  have  no  effect  on  the  Yuma  clapper  rail  and  the  southwestern  willow'  flycatcher  and  its 
critical  habitat,  and  our  rationale  is  provided  below. 
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• No  habitat  suitable  for  Yuma  clapper  rail  or  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  occurs  within 
the  project  footprint.  The  project  area  is  dominated  by  Sonoran  desertscrub,  while  the 
rail  relies  on  wetland  marshes  and  the  flycatcher  on  riparian  gallery  forests. 

• Designated  critical  habitat  for  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  is  not  present  in  the 
project  area. 

• Although  suitable  habitat  exists  for  both  species  along  the  Gila  River  north  of  the  project 
area,  we  anticipate  that  this  habitat  would  be  unaffected  by  groundwater  pumping 
associated  with  the  project  because  proposed  wells  will  tap  an  aquifer  that  is  reportedly 
not  hydrologically  connected  to  the  Gila  River. 

Although  we  concur  the  project  would  not  affect  the  Yuma  clapper  rail  or  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher,  we  offer  the  following  conservation  recommendation.  During  the  informal 
consultation  period,  our  staffs  have  discussed  the  benefits  that  could  be  provided  by  a 
groundwater  monitoring  program.  Based  on  these  discussions,  we  understand  a groundwater 
monitoring  plan  is  being  prepared.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  a groundwater  monitoring 
program  be  developed  and  implemented  that  will  track  and  confirm  that  there  arc  no 
unanticipated  effects  to  the  Gila  River. 

In  response  to  Secretarial  Order  3206,  the  American  Indian  Tribal  Rights,  Federal-Tribal  Trust 
Responsibilities,  and  the  ESA,  by  this  letter  wre  are  notifying  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community, 
which  may  be  affected  by  this  action,  and  encourage  you  to  coordinate  with  them  and  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  regarding  this  consultation.  We  also  encourage  you  to  coordinate  the  review'  of 
this  project  with  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department. 

In  all  future  correspondence  regarding  this  consultation,  please  refer  to  the  consultation  number 
22410-2008-1-0344.  No  further  section  7 of  consultation  is  required  for  this  project  at  this  time. 
Should  project  plans  change,  or  if  additional  information  on  the  distribution  or  abundance  of 
listed  species  or  critical  habitat  becomes  available,  or  effects  become  evident,  this  determination 
may  need  to  be  reconsidered. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  conservation  of  threatened  and  endangered  species.  If  we  can 
be  of  further  assistance  or  you  have  questions,  please  contact  Mike  Martinez  (x224)  or  Debra 
Bills  (x239). 


cc:  District  Manager,  Phoen  ^ mt,  Phoenix,  AZ 

Chief,  Habitat  Branch,  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department,  Phoenix,  AZ 
Governor,  Gila  River  Indian  Community,  Sacaton,  AZ 


W:  Mike  MartineZ'Section7\Sonoran_Solar_Jojoba\SonoranSolar_Cancurrence.docx:cg! 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


Los  Angeles  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Arizona-Nevada  Area  Office 


3636  N Central  Avenue,  Suite  900 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85012-1939 


January  20,  2010 


REPLY  TO 


ATTENTION  OF 


Office  of  the  Chief 
Regulatory  Division 

Sunanda  Behara 
Director,  Development 
Boulevard  Associates,  LLC 
700  Universe  Blvd 
Juno  Beach,  Florida  33408 

SUBJECT:  Approved  Jurisdictional  Determination  regarding  presence/absence  of  geographic 
jurisdiction 

Dear  Ms.  Behara: 

Reference  is  made  to  your  request  (File  No.  SPL-2009-00397-SDM)  dated  September  4, 
2009,  for  an  approved  Department  of  the  Army  jurisdictional  determination  (JD)  for  the 
Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  site,  located  on  BLM  land  near  the  city  of  Buckeye,  Maricopa, 
Arizona. 

The  Corps'  evaluation  process  for  determining  whether  or  not  a Department  of  the  Army 
permit  is  needed  involves  two  tests.  If  both  tests  are  met,  then  a permit  is  required.  The  first 
test  determines  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  is  located  in  a water  of  the  United  States 
(i.e.,  it  is  within  the  Corps’  geographic  jurisdiction).  The  second  test  determines  whether  or  not 
the  proposed  project  is  a regulated  activity  under  Section  10  of  the  River  and  ITarbor  Act  or 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  As  part  of  the  evaluation  process,  pertaining  to  the  first 
test  only,  we  have  made  the  jurisdictional  determination  below. 

Based  on  available  information,  we  have  determined  there  are  no  waters  of  the  United 
States  on  the  project  site  in  the  locations  depicted  on  the  enclosed  drawing.  The  basis  for  our 
determination  can  be  found  in  the  enclosed  JD  form(s). 

This  letter  contains  an  approved  jurisdictional  determination  for  the  Sonoran  Solar 
Energy  Project  site.  If  you  object  to  this  decision,  you  may  request  an  administrative  appeal 
under  Corps  regulations  at  33  CFR  Part  331.  Enclosed  you  will  find  a Notification  of  Appeal 
Process  (NAP)  fact  sheet  (Appendix  A)  and  Request  for  Appeal  (RFA)  form.  If  you  request  to 
appeal  this  decision  you  must  submit  a completed  RFA  form  to  the  Corps  South  Pacific 
Division  Office  at  the  following  address: 

Tom  Cavanaugh 

Administrative  Appeal  Review  Officer, 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
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South  Pacific  Division,  CESPD-PDS-O,  2042B 

1455  Market  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94103-1399 

In  order  for  an  RFA  to  be  accepted  by  the  Corps,  the  Corps  must  determine  that  it  is 
complete,  that  it  meets  the  criteria  for  appeal  under  33  C.F.R.  Part  331.5,  and  that  it  has  been 
received  by  the  Division  Office  within  60  days  of  the  date  on  the  NAP.  Should  you  decide  to 
submit  an  RFA  form,  it  must  be  received  at  the  above  address  by  March  20,  2010.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  submit  an  RFA  form  to  the  Division  office  if  you  do  not  object  to  the  decision  in 
this  letter. 

This  verification  is  valid  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  this  letter,  unless  new  information 
warrants  revision  of  the  determination  before  the  expiration  date.  If  you  wish  to  submit  new 
information  regarding  the  approved  jurisdictional  determination  for  this  site,  please  submit 
this  information  to  me  at  the  letterhead  address  by  March  20,  2010.  The  Corps  will  consider 
any  new  information  so  submitted  and  respond  within  60  days  by  either  revising  the  prior 
determination,  if  appropriate,  or  reissuing  the  prior  determination.  A revised  or  reissued 
jurisdictional  determination  can  be  appealed  as  described  above. 

This  determination  has  been  conducted  to  identify  the  extent  of  the  Corps'  Clean  Water 
Act  jurisdiction  on  the  particular  Project  site  identified  in  your  request.  This  determination 
may  not  be  valid  for  the  wetland  conservation  provisions  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985.  If 
you  or  your  tenant  are  USDA  program  participants,  or  anticipate  participation  in  USDA 
programs,  you  should  request  a certified  wetland  determination  from  the  local  office  of  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  prior  to  starting  work. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  602-640-5385  x222  or  via  e-mail  at 
Sallie.McGuire@usace.army.mil. 

Please  be  advised  that  you  can  now  comment  on  your  experience  with  Regulatory 
Division  by  accessing  the  Corps  web-based  customer  survey  form  at: 
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html. 

Sincerely, 

Sallie  D.  McGuire 
Chief,  Arizona  Branch 
Regulatory  Division 

Enclosures 
Copies  Furnished: 

Joe  Incardine,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Robert  D.  Anderson,  Fennemore  Craig.  P.C. 


Applicant:  Sunanda  Behara,  Boulevard  Associates,  LLC  File  Number:  SPL-2009-00397-SDM 


Date:  01/20/2010 


Attached  is: 


See  Section  below 


INITIAL  PROFFERED  PERMIT  (Standard  Permit  or  Letter  of  permission) 


A 


PROFFERED  PERMIT  (Standard  Permit  or  Letter  of  permission) 


PERMIT  DENIAL 


APPROVED  JURISDICTIONAL  DETERMINATION 


D 


PRELIMINARY  JURISDICTIONAL  DETERMINATION 


CFR  Part  331. 


A:  INITIAL  PROFFERED  PERMIT:  You  may  accept  or  object  to  the  permit. 

• ACCEPT:  If  you  received  a Standard  Permit,  you  may  sign  the  permit  document  and  return  it  to  the  district  engineer  for 
final  authorization.  If  you  received  a Letter  of  Permission  (LOP),  you  may  accept  the  LOP  and  your  work  is  authorized. 
Your  signature  on  the  Standard  Permit  or  acceptance  of  the  LOP  means  that  you  accept  the  permit  in  its  entirety,  and 
waive  all  rights  to  appeal  the  permit,  including  its  terms  and  conditions,  and  approved  jurisdictional  determinations 
associated  with  the  permit. 

• OBJECT:  If  you  object  to  the  permit  (Standard  or  LOP)  because  of  certain  terms  and  conditions  therein,  you  may  request 
that  the  permit  be  modified  accordingly.  You  must  complete  Section  II  of  this  form  and  return  the  form  to  the  district 
engineer.  Your  objections  must  be  received  by  the  district  engineer  within  60  days  of  the  date  of  this  notice,  or  you  will 
forfeit  your  right  to  appeal  the  permit  in  the  future.  Upon  receipt  of  your  letter,  the  district  engineer  will  evaluate  your 
objections  and  may:  (a)  modify  the  permit  to  address  all  of  your  concerns,  (b)  modify  the  permit  to  address  some  of  your 
objections,  or  (c)  not  modify  the  permit  having  determined  that  the  permit  should  be  issued  as  previously  written.  After 
evaluating  your  objections,  the  district  engineer  will  send  you  a proffered  permit  for  your  reconsideration,  as  indicated  in 
Section  B below. 


B:  PROFFERED  PERMIT:  You  may  accept  or  appeal  the  permit. 

• ACCEPT:  If  you  received  a Standard  Permit,  you  may  sign  the  permit  document  and  return  it  to  the  district  engineer  for 
final  authorization.  If  you  received  a Letter  of  Permission  (LOP),  you  may  accept  the  LOP  and  your  work  is  authorized. 
Your  signature  on  the  Standard  Permit  or  acceptance  of  the  LOP  means  that  you  accept  the  permit  in  its  entirety,  and 
waive  all  rights  to  appeal  the  permit,  including  its  terms  and  conditions,  and  approved  jurisdictional  determinations 
associated  with  the  permit. 

• APPEAL:  If  you  choose  to  decline  the  proffered  permit  (Standard  or  LOP)  because  of  certain  terms  and  conditions  therein, 
you  may  appeal  the  declined  permit  under  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Administrative  Appeal  Process  by  completing  Section  II 
of  this  form  and  sending  the  form  to  the  division  engineer.  This  form  must  be  received  by  the  division  engineer  within  60 
days  of  the  date  of  this  notice. 


C:  PERMIT  DENIAL:  You  may  appeal  the  denial  of  a permit  under  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Administrative  Appeal  Process  by 
completing  Section  II  of  this  form  and  sending  the  form  to  the  division  engineer.  This  form  must  be  received  by  the  division 
engineer  within  60  days  of  the  date  of  this  notice. 


D:  APPROVED  JURISDICTIONAL  DETERMINATION:  You  may  accept  or  appeal  the  approved  JD  or  provide  new 
information. 

• ACCEPT:  You  do  not  need  to  notify  the  Corps  to  accept  an  approved  JD.  Failure  to  notify  the  Corps  within  60  days  of  the 
date  of  this  notice,  means  that  you  accept  the  approved  JD  in  its  entirety,  and  waive  all  rights  to  appeal  the  approved  JD. 

• APPEAL:  If  you  disagree  with  the  approved  JD,  you  may  appeal  the  approved  JD  under  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
Administrative  Appeal  Process  by  completing  Section  II  of  this  form  and  sending  the  form  to  the  division  engineer.  This 
form  must  be  received  by  the  division  engineer  within  60  days  of  the  date  of  this  notice. 


E:  PRELIMINARY  JURISDICTIONAL  DETERMINATION:  You  do  not  need  to  respond  to  the  Corps  regarding  the 
preliminary  JD.  The  Preliminary  JD  is  not  appealable.  If  you  wish,  you  may  request  an  approved  JD  (which  may  be 
appealed),  by  contacting  the  Corps  district  for  further  instruction.  Also  you  may  provide  new  information  for  further 
consideration  by  the  Corps  to  reevaluate  the  JD. 


- REQUEST  FOR  APPEAL  or  OBJECTIONS  TO  AN  INITIAL  PROFFERED  PERMIT 





REASONS  FOR  APPEAL  OR  OBJECTIONS:  (Describe  your  reasons  for  appealing  the  decision  or  your  objections  to  an  initial 
proffered  permit  in  clear  concise  statements.  You  may  attach  additional  information  to  this  form  to  clarify  where  your  reasons 
or  objections  are  addressed  in  the  administrative  record.) 


ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION:  The  appeal  is  limited  to  a review  of  the  administrative  record,  the  Corps  memorandum  for 
the  record  of  the  appeal  conference  or  meeting,  and  any  supplemental  information  that  the  review  officer  has  determined  is 
needed  to  clarify  the  administrative  record.  Neither  the  appellant  nor  the  Corps  may  add  new  information  or  analyses  to  the 
record.  However,  you  may  provide  additional  information  to  clarify  the  location  of  information  that  is  already  in  the 
administrative  record. 


POINT  OF  CONTACT  FOR  QUESTIONS  OR  INFORMATION:  ■ 


mm 


If  you  have  questions  regarding  this  decision  and/or  the 
appeal  process  you  may  contact: 

DISTRICT  ENGINEER 
Los  Angeles  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
ATTN:  Chief,  Regulatory  Division 
P.O.  Box  532711 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90053-2325 
Tel.  (213)  452-3425 


If  you  only  have  questions  regarding  the  appeal  process  you 
may  also  contact: 

DIVISION  ENGINEER 
South  Pacific  Division,  Corps  of  Engineers 
ATTN:  Tom  Cavanaugh 
Administrative  Appeal  Review  Officer, 

South  Pacific  Division,  CESPD-PDS-O,  2042B 

1455  Market  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94103-1399 


Tel.  (415)  503-6574 

RIGHT  OF  ENTRY:  Your  signature  below  grants  the  right  of  entry  to  Corps  of  Engineers  personnel,  and  any  government 
consultants,  to  conduct  investigations  of  the  project  site  during  the  course  of  the  appeal  process.  You  will  be  provided  a 15  day 
notice  of  any  site  investigation,  and  will  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  all  site  investigations. 

Date: 

Telephone  number: 

Signature  of  appellant  or  agent. 

Administrative  Appeal  Process  for 
Approved  Jurisdictional  Determinations 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

Los  Angeles  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Arizona-Nevada  Area  Office 
3636  N Central  Avenue,  Suite  900 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85012-1939 

January  20,  2010 

REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF 

Office  of  the  Chief 
Regulatory  Division 

Sunanda  Behara 
Director,  Development 
Boulevard  Associates,  LLC 
700  Universe  Blvd 
Juno  Beach,  Florida  33408 


SUBJECT:  Determination  regarding  requirement  for  Department  of  the  Army  Permit 
Dear  Ms.  Behara: 

Reference  is  made  to  your  request  (File  No.  SPL-2009-00397-SDM)  dated  September  4, 
2009,  for  clarification  on  whether  a Department  of  the  Army  Permit  is  required  for  the  Sonoran 
Solar  Energy  Project,  located  on  BLM  land  near  the  city  of  Buckeye,  Maricopa,  Arizona. 

The  Corps'  evaluation  process  for  determining  whether  or  not  a Department  of  the  Army 
permit  is  needed  involves  two  tests.  If  both  tests  are  met,  then  a permit  is  required.  The  first 
test  determines  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  is  located  in  a water  of  the  United  States 
(i.e.,  it  is  within  the  Corps'  geographic  jurisdiction).  The  second  test  determines  whether  or  not 
the  proposed  project  is  a regulated  activity  under  Section  10  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  or 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  As  part  of  our  evaluation  process,  we  have  made  the 
determination  below. 

Geographic  jurisdiction: 

Based  on  the  attached,  approved  jurisdictional  determination  dated  January  20,  2010,  we 
have  determined  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  site  does  not  contain  waters  of  the  United 
States  pursuant  to  33  C.F.R.  §325.9. 

Activity: 

Based  on  the  information  you  have  provided,  we  have  determined  the  proposed  work, 
were  it  to  occur  in  waters  of  the  U.S.  (see  above,  "Geographic  jurisdiction"),  would  involve  a 
discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  and  therefore,  would  be  regulated  under  Section  404  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  if  the  activity  is  performed  in  the  manner  described  in  your  application. 
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Requirement  for  a Department  of  the  Army  Permit: 

Based  on  the  discussion  above,  we  have  determined  your  proposed  project  is  not  subject 
to  our  jurisdiction  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  a Section  404  permit  would 
not  be  required  from  our  office  if  the  activity  is  performed  in  the  manner  described. 
Notwithstanding  our  determination  above,  your  proposed  project  may  be  regulated  under 
other  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws. 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  602-640-5385  x222  or  via  e-mail  at 
Sallie.McGuire@usace.army.mil.  Please  be  advised  that  you  can  now  comment  on  your 
experience  with  Regulatory  Division  by  accessing  the  Corps  web-based  customer  survey  form 
at:  http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survcy.html. 

Sincerely, 


Sallie  D.  McGuire 
Chief,  Arizona  Branch 
Regulatory  Division 


Enclosures 
Copies  Furnished: 

Joe  Incardine,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Robert  D.  Anderson,  Fennemore  Craig.  P.C. 


(sKL 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Arizona  State  Office 
One  North  Central,  Suite  800 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85004 
www.az.blm.gov 


8100 (AZ9310) 


October  1 , 2009 


Ms.  Ann  Howard 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Arizona  State  Parks 
1300.  W.  Washington  Street 
Phoenix,  AZ  85007 

Dear  Ann: 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  wishes  to  initiate  consultation  under  Section  106  of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  for  a proposed  solar  energy  development  project  on 
federal  lands.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Arizona  has  received  an  application 
from  Boulevard  Associates,  LLC,  for  a Right-of-Way  (ROW)  grant  of  14,760  acres  on  BLM 
administered  lands  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  a 375  megawatt  (MW)  solar  power 
station  consisting  of  concentrated  solar  power  units  on  support  structures,  with  associated 
power  generation  stations,  power  transmission  lines,  and  access  and  maintenance  roads  and 
facilities.  The  proposed  project  is  known  as  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  and  is  located  on 
lands  administered  by  the  BLM  in  the  Little  Rainbow  Valley,  east  of  State  Route  85,  and 
south  of  the  Buckeye  Hills  and  the  town  of  Buckeye  in  Maricopa  County,  Arizona  (see 
attached  regional  context  and  project  description  maps). 

Within  this  ROW  grant,  Boulevard  Associates,  LLC  is  seeking  approval  to  construct  and 
operate  an  electrical  generating  facility  using  concentrated  solar  thermal  (CST)  power.  The 
installation  of  this  facility  would  require  up  to  6,000  acres  of  land,  which  would  include  a 500 
kilovolt  (kV)  transmission  line  and  other  related  facilities.  This  smaller  6,000  acre  installation 
area  would  be  located  within  the  ROW  grant  application  area.  The  difference  in  size 
between  the  larger  ROW  grant  application  area  and  the  smaller  installation  area  allows  for 
some  movement  or  relocation  of  the  installation  site  within  the  ROW  to  address  possible 
resource  concerns. 

The  BLM,  with  input  from  the  applicant,  has  identified  an  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  within 
the  overall  ROW  for  the  solar  facility  installation  area.  Those  parts  of  the  ROW  grant  outside 
of  the  identified  installation  area  would  not  be  subject  to  ground  disturbing  activities.  To 
ensure  that  sufficient  area  is  available  for  construction  activities  as  well  as  vehicle  movement, 
the  BLM  specified  an  additional  30  meter  buffer  zone  surrounding  all  areas  proposed  for 


construction  activities  (See  attached  project  Class  lll/APE  map).  Should  the  installation  area 
be  changed  or  moved  within  the  ROW  grant,  additional  consultation  on  the  proposed 
changes  would  take  place. 

BLM  Class  III  pedestrian  archaeological  inventories  will  be  required  for  all  areas  within  the 
APE.  These  inventories  will  cover  roughly  7,300  acres.  Please  note  that  this  inventory  area 
is  considerably  larger  than  the  roughly  6,000  acres  proposed  for  direct  impact.  When  the 
information  from  the  inventories  and  background  research  has  been  incorporated  into  a 
report,  a copy  will  be  provided  to  your  office  for  review  and  comment. 

The  BLM  has  also  initiated  Section  106  consultation  with  the  following  tribes  in  order  to 
identify  any  areas  or  places  of  traditional  concern  in  or  near  the  APE: 

Ak  Chin  Indian  Community 

Gila  River  Indian  Community 

Tohono  O'odham  Nation 

Pascua  Yaqui  Tribe 

Yavapai-Prescott  Indian  Tribe 

Ft.  McDowell  Yavapai  Nation 

Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian  Community 

Hopi  Tribe 

Consultation  with  these  tribes  has  so  far  consisted  of  written  notification,  including  maps  and 
project  descriptions,  and  face-to-face  meetings  with  four  tribes.  The  Class  III  inventory  report 
will  also  be  supplied  to  these  tribes  as  part  of  consultation  prior  to  issuance  of  a grant. 

The  Sonoran  Solar  Project  application  includes  a CST  power  plant,  and  will  also  include  a 500 
kV  transmission  line,  water  supply  facilities,  a natural  gas  pipeline,  an  access  road,  and  other 
related  facilities  in  the  Little  Rainbow  Valley,  east  of  State  Route  85,  and  south  of  the  Buckeye 
Hills  and  the  town  of  Buckeye  in  Maricopa  County,  Arizona.  The  facility  would  be  expected  to 
operate  for  approximately  30  years.  A ROW  grant  for  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  this  project  would  be  required  from  BLM. 


The  proposed  solar  power  plant  would  include  up  to  375  MW  of  solar  thermal  electrical 
generation  with  options  for  natural  gas  backup  and/or  thermal  storage  capabilities.  The  solar 
facility  would  consist  of  solar  fields  made  up  of  single-axis-tracking  parabolic  trough  solar 
collectors.  Each  collector  contains  a linear  parabolic-shaped  reflector  (glass  mirrors)  that 
focuses  the  sun’s  direct  radiation  on  a heat  collection  element  located  at  the  focal  point  of  the 
parabola.  The  collectors  would  track  the  sun  from  east  to  west  during  the  diurnal  cycle  to 
ensure  the  sun  is  continuously  focused  on  the  linear  receiver.  A heat  transfer  fluid  would  be 
heated  as  it  passes  through  the  receivers  and  then  circulated  through  a series  of  heat 
exchangers  to  generate  high-pressure  superheated  steam.  The  steam  would  in  turn  power  a 
conventional  steam  turbine  generator  which  produces  electricity.  The  plant  would  be  made  up 
of  one  or  more  power  blocks.  Each  power  block  would  be  located  near  the  center  of  its 
respective  solar  field  and  would  contain  multiple  feedwater  heaters,  steam  generators,  steam 
superheaters,  and  feedwater  pumps  (see  attached  facility  concept  plan). 


To  optimize  the  output  capacity  of  the  project,  both  natural  gas  backup  and/or  thermal  energy 
storage  would  be  used  as  needed.  Natural  gas  backup  would  include  the  addition  of  a partial 
or  full  load  burner  arrangement  that  would  generate  additional  steam  when  solar  energy  is 
absent  or  insufficient  by  itself.  Annual  output  from  natural  gas  would  be  limited  to  twenty  five 
percent  (25%)  of  annual  capacity  to  ensure  that  the  plant  remains  predominantly  a solar 
powered  facility.  Thermal  energy  storage  would  provide  the  option  of  transferring  some  or  all 
of  the  solar  energy  into  molten  salt  contained  in  insulated  tanks  for  use  when  solar  generation 
is  not  optimum. 


Wet  cooling  technology  would  be  used  for  cooling  the  power  generating  equipment.  A 
mechanical  draft  cooling  tower,  cooling  water  circulating  pumps,  circulating  water  piping, 
valves,  and  instrumentation  would  be  located  within  the  facility.  Multiple  evaporation  ponds 
would  be  constructed  to  hold  discharge  from  the  cooling  towers  and  steam  cycle  that  can  no 
longer  be  recycled  back  into  the  plant. 


The  solar  energy  production  facility  would  be  connected  to  the  electrical  grid  using  a newly 
constructed,  3-4-mile,  500  kV  generation  tie-line  with  a point  of  interconnection  at  the  existing 
Jojoba  Substation,  west  of  the  proposed  project  site  and  operated  by  the  Salt  River  Project.  If 
any  upgrades  are  required  to  the  Jojoba  Substation  as  a result  of  this  undertaking,  those 
upgrades  would  be  included  in  the  ROW  grant.  The  transmission  line  and  other  related 
facilities  that  would  be  developed  specifically  for  this  project  would  be  included  in  the  ROW 
grant  and  considered  part  of  the  larger  undertaking. 


In  addition  to  Section  106  compliance,  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
project  will  analyze  site-specific  impacts  on  air  quality,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources, 
water  resources,  geological  resources  and  hazards,  and  hazardous  materials  handling.  The 
EIS  will  also  analyze  land  use,  noise,  paleontological  resources,  socioeconomics,  soils,  traffic 
and  transportation,  visual  resources,  waste  management,  wildlife  corridors,  health  and  human 
safety,  and  fire  protection.  Additionally,  information  on  facility  design  engineering,  efficiency, 
reliability,  transmission  system  engineering  and  transmission  line  safety  and  nuisance  will  be 
included  in  the  EIS.  it  is  anticipated  that  the  EiS  process  wiii  be  completed  by  December 
2010. 


Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (602)  417-9236,  or  by  email  at 
Michael  D Johnson@blm.gov.  Thank  you. 


/; 

Michael  Johp^on 
Deputy  Preservation  Officer 


THE 


CHAIRMAN 


TRIBE 


IVEO 


VICE-CHAIRMAN 


July  13.  2009 


Teresa  A.  Rami.  District  Manager 

Attention:  Joe  Incardine,  National  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Phoenix  District,  Lower  Sonoran  Field  Office 
21605  North  7lh  Avenue 
Phoenix.  Arizona  85027 

Re:  Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
Dear  Ms.  Rami. 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  correspondence  dated  July  7.  2009.  regarding  an  application 
from  Boulevard  Associates,  LLC,  for  a right-of  way  grant  of  14.760  acres  on  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  land  to  construct,  operate  and  maintain  a 375  megawatt  solar  power  station, 
transmission  lines,  and  access  and  maintenance  roads  and  facilities  known  as  the  Sonoran  Solar  Energy 
project  south  of  Buckeye  in  Maricopa  County.  1 he  Hopi  Tribe  claims  cultural  affiliation  to  the  prehistoric 
cultural  groups  in  Arizona.  The  Hopi  Cultural  Preservation  Office  supports  the  identification  and 
avoidance  of  prehistoric  archaeological  sites  and  Traditional  Cultural  Properties,  and  we  consider  the 
prehistoric  archaeological  sites  of  our  ancestors  to  be  Traditional  Cultural  Properties.  Therefore,  we 
appreciate  the  BLM's  continuing  solicitation  of  our  input  and  your  efforts  to  address  our  concerns. 

The  Hopi  Cultural  Preservation  Office  understands  the  project  will  require  up  to  4.000  acres 
within  the  right-of-way  grant  application  area.  And  therefore,  to  assist  us  in  determining  whether  this 
project  w ill  adversely  affect  cultural  resources  significant  to  the  Hopi  Tribe,  we  look  forward  to  receiving 
a copy  of  the  cultural  resources  survey  of  the  currently  proposed  6.700  acre  project  area.  If  the  survey- 
report  identities  prehistoric  cultural  resources  that  will  be  adversely  affected  by  project  activities,  we  w ill 
look  forward  to  continuing  consultation,  including  being  prov  ided  with  a copy  of  any  proposed  treatment 
plan  for  review  and  comment. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  additional  information,  please  contact  Terry  Morgart  at  the 
Hopi  Cultural  Preservation  Office.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


xc:  Arizona  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 


P.O.  BOX  123 


KYKOTSMOVi  AZ  86039 


(928)  734-3(100 


APPENDIX  C. 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


December  2009 


Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 
No. 

Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
Level 
(fl  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(H  bgs) 

Casing  Dla 
On) 

Pump 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Pump 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Test 
Rate 
(gpm)  1 

Draw- 

down 

(«) 

Drill  Log 

Owner 

520006 

C{1-2)28CCB 

363279 

3686362 

M 

OB 

M 

3/30/1988 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SW  RESOURCES  MGMT 

906756 

C(1 -2)31  ACC 

360844 

3685396 

E 

MINE/D 

4/4/07 

4/9/2007 

800 

PL/PVC 

800 

5 

X 

KILAUEA  CRUSHERS.  INC 

903265 

C(1-2)31ACD 

361044 

3685393 

E 

PR/D 

10/7/05 

665 

63 

PL/PVC 

665 

5 

X 

WILLIAM  & MARCILLINO  NICHOLS 

903273 

C(1-2)31ADC 

361244 

3685391 

E 

0/PR 

WILLIAM  & MARCILLINE  NICHOLS 

570742 

C(1-2)31BAA 

, 360654 

3686001 

N-SV 

PR 

IND 

1/5/99 

3/2/1999 

200 

X 

THOMAS  DEJONG 

570741 

C{1-2)31BAD 

360651 

3685801 

N-SV 

PR 

IND 

12/9/98 

1/13/1999 

682 

PERF/SLT  ST 

350 

10 

X 

THOMAS  DEJONG 

588216 

C(1-2)31CCA 

360237 

3684799 

E 

PR 

D 

8/2/01 

8/5/2001 

140 

80 

PL/PVC 

140 

5 

X 

GENE  & HELEN  COWART 

903656 

C(1-2)31DAA 

361440 

3685187 

E 

D 

11/21/05 

300 

97 

PL/PVC 

300 

5 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

5 

2 

180 

X 

OIONICIO  & MARSHA  PORRAS 

588204 

C(1 -2)31  DAB 

361241 

3685190 

E 

PR 

D 1 

8/1/01 

1/22/2002 

670 

87 

PL/PVC 

255 

4 

X 

ROBERT  J LUECK 

520005 

C(1-2)32ACC 

362453 

3685370 

M 

OB 

M 

2/12/1988 

123 

93 

PL/PVC 

123 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SW  RESOURCE  MGMT  . 

557761 

C(1-2)32BAA 

362261 

3685977 

E 

PR 

D 

5/21/1996 

345 

260 

PERF/SLT  ST 

345 

7 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

PRUETT.  ANNETTE, 

520009 

C(1-2)32BCB 

361647 

3685585 

M 

OB 

M 

2/12/1988 

126 

56 

PL/PVC 

126 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SW  RESOURCE  MGMT 

590204 

C(1-2)32CBA 

361843 

3685180 

E 

PR 

D 

12/14/01 

1/14/2002 

500 

110 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

M & H CONSULTANTS 

586507 

C(1-2)32CBB 

361641 

3685184 

E 

PR 

D 

4/16/01 

5/11/2001 

380 

220 

PL/PVC 

380 

5 

X 

M & H CONSULTANTS 

587118 

C(1-2)32CBC 

361638 

3684983 

E 

PR 

D 

5/23/01 

8/23/2001 

500 

180 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

M & H CONSULTANTS 

588752 

C(1-2)32CBC 

361638 

3684983 

E 

PR 

D 

9/10/01 

500 

180 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

JEANIE  WIGGINS 

595086 

C(1-2)32CBD 

361840 

3684980 

E 

PR 

D 

10/18/02 

500 

110 

PL/PVC 

500 

6 

X 

PAMELA  WEBER 

596150 

C(1-2)32CCA 

361837 

3684779 

E 

PR 

D 

11/14/02 

180 

85 

PL/PVC 

180 

6 

X 

MATTHEW  PRETTYMAN 

638113 

C(1-2)32CDC 

362036 

3684575 

E 

PR 

D 

1/1/1948 

190 

50 

NC 

90 

8 

NC 

NC 

15 

15 

0 

HARDIN. C 

515689 

C(1-2)32CDD 

362238 

3684571 

D/S/E 

PR 

D 

10/28/1986 

546 

116 

PERF/SLT  ST 

547 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

25 

25 

265 

X 

CAMBRON,  SAM. 

520007 

C(1-2)33BBD 

363472 

3685754 

M 

OB 

M 

2/12/1988 

155 

142 

PL/PVC 

155 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SW  RESOURCE  MGMT 

520004 

C(1-2)33BDB 

363670 

3685549 

M 

OB 

M 

2/17/1988 

121 

111 

PL/PVC 

121 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SW  RESOURCE  MGMT 

808416 

C(1-2)33DAA 

364673 

3685128 

E 

PR 

D 

STEWART  TITLE  & TRUST  OF  PHOENIX.  INC 

634168 

C(1-2)33DDC 

364461 

3684529 

E 

PR 

D 

2/13/1976 

600 

165 

PERF/SLT  ST 

10 

8 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

STEWART  TITLE  & TRUST  OF  PHOENIX.  INC 

634169 

C(1-2)33DDD 

364663 

3684525 

E 

PR 

D 

2/20/1976 

700 

187 

PERF/SLT  ST 

402 

6 

NC 

NC 

30 

30 

0 

STEWART  TITLE  & TRUST  OF  PHOENIX  INC 

630594 

C(1-2)34AB 

365804 

3685828 

E 

PR 

D 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

MARTIN  ET  AL.V 

214424 

C(1-3)35DAB 

358039 

3685228 

E 

PR 

D 

1/5/07 

2/2/2007 

420 

24 

PERF/SLT  ST 

420 

7 

SUB 

EL  < 1 HP 

15 

19 

69 

X 

VINEYARD  WATER  CO-OP 

608351 

C(2-1  )15BBB 

373608 

3680983 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/3/1979 

604 

420 

PERF/SLT  ST 

606 

10 

NC 

NC 

500 

500 

0 

CARRANZA. E R 

638846 

C(2-1)16AD 

373308 

3680482 

N 

PR 

S 

11/21/1947 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

34 

34 

0 

DE  ROSIER, L 

614956 

C(2-1  J16ADD 

373408 

3680380 

E 

PR 

S 

0 

387 

BLK  ST/IR 

0 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

A Z STATE  LAND  DEPT. 

624845 

C(2-1  )18AAA 

370211 

3681024 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1951 

1000 

300 

NC 

1000 

20 

NC 

NC 

1500 

1500 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

624844 

C(2-1  )18AAA 

37021 1 

3681024 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1951 

1000 

300 

NC 

1000 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

809283 

C(2-1)18DAA 

370197 

3680221 

N 

12/12/1953 

20 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

625643 

C(2-1)19AAD 

370175 

3679217 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1952 

948 

385 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

1143 

1143 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

625644 

C(2-1)19ADA 

370172 

3679016 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1955 

802 

390 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

720 

720 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

625642 

C(2-1  )19BAA 

369389 

3679430 

N 

PR 

IR 

9/1/1979 

743 

354 

NC 

743 

18 

NC 

NC 

500 

500 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

625641 

C(2-1  )20AAB 

371586 

3679398 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1964 

1549 

404 

NC 

0 

16 

NC 

NC 

900 

900 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

625640 

C(2-1)20ABD 

371382 

3679202 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1954 

717 

404 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

996 

996 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

809284 

C(2-1  )20BAD 

370979 

3679206 

N 

9/27/1960 

20 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

620455 

C(2-1)24 

377510 

3678620 

E 

PR 

D 

4/1/1971 

605 

465 

PERF/SLT  ST 

0 

6 

NC 

NC 

1 

1 | 

0 

HORTON, S R 

807794 

C(2-1)25DDD 

378186 

3676300 

E 

PR 

D 

LJK  ENTERPRISES  LLC 

625636 

C(2-1)28BAB 

372369 

3677780 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1959 

874 

419 

NC 

0 

16 

NC 

NC 

1600 

1600 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625635 

C(2-1)28DAD 

373367 

3676760 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1959 

805 

372 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

900 

900 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625650 

C(2-1  )29AAB 

371563 

3677790 

E 

PR 

D 

6/9/1981 

733 

387 

NC 

733 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625649 

C(2-1  )29AAC 

371561 

3677591 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1952 

809 

372 

NC 

809 

20 

NC 

NC 

1714 

1714 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625648 

C(2-1  )29AAD 

371762 

3677589 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1959 

936 

383 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

1750 

1750 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625634 

C(2-1)29BAB 

370759 

3677803 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1952 

809 

0 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

1280 

1280 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

Colder 
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Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 

No.  Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
Level 
(ft  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(ft  bgs) 

Casing  Dia 
(In) 

Pump 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Test 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Draw- 

down 

<»») 

Drill  Log 

Owner 

087430 

C(2-1  )29BBA 

370558 

3677807 

E 

PR 

D 

5/1/1981 

750 

450 

PERF/SLT  ST 

702 

8 

TUR 

EL  6-  15  HP 

0 

78 

130 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA  LIMITED  PARTNERSHIP 

607058 

C(2-1)30A 

369857 

3677515 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/15/1977 

654 

450 

PERF/SLT  ST 

654 

20 

NC 

NC 

1000 

1000 

0 

STEINHILBER, GEORGE. 

610920 

C(2-1  )30AAA 

370157 

3677813 

N 

PR 

IR 

4/15/1975 

885 

198 

PERF/SLT  ST 

640 

16 

NC 

NC 

1030 

0 

0 

PATTERSON,  JAMES  L. 

607449 

C(2-1)30BDD 

369359 

3677221 

N 

PR 

IR 

3/1/1964 

590 

195 

PERF/SLT  ST 

560 

20 

NC 

NC 

2200 

2200 

0 

RAINBOW-ESTRELLA  1, 

502866 

C(2-J)30CCC 

368756 

3676424 

E 

PR 

0 

12/1/1981 

500 

380 

PERF/SLT  ST 

0 

8 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

25 

25 

40 

X 

BRIAN  T & CORRENIA  L HONAKER 

604647 

C(2-1)30DCB 

369550 

3676612 

N 

PR 

IR/D 

3/12/1955 

600 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

600 

20 

NC 

NC 

1250 

1250 

0 

CHANDLER  HEIGHTS  & COTTON  LANE  LLC 

501246 

C(2-1)30DDD 

370141 

3676399 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1981 

800 

350 

PERF/SLT  ST 

800 

16 

TUR 

EL  > 100  HP 

0 

1600 

150 

X 

CHANDLER  HEIGHTS  & COTTON  LANE  LLC 

605373 

C(2-1)30DDD 

370141 

3676399 

N 

PR 

IR 

5/31/1981 

507 

13 

PERF/SLT  ST 

448 

16 

NC 

NC 

2200 

2200 

0 

HARDESTY  & SHELTON, D 

625647 

C(2-1)31ACA 

369734 

3675801 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1964 

1600 

355 

NC 

1600 

20 

NC 

NC 

2992 

2992 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625646 

C(2-1  )32ADA 

371739 

3675782 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1959 

880 

370 

NC 

880 

20 

NC 

NC 

1526 

1526 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

605576 

C(2-1)33A 

373054 

3675861 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1958 

900 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

1370 

1370 

0 

BROWN  LEEBMD, 

605577 

C(2-1)33A 

373054 

3675861 

N 

PR 

IR 

12/1/1979 

1500 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1500 

18 

NC 

NC 

2040 

2040 

0 

L & K FARMS, 

605578 

C(2-1)33B 

372245 

3675875 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1975 

1000 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1000 

18 

NC 

NC 

1600 

1600 

0 

L & K FARMS. 

625645 

C(2-1)33DDC 

373143 

3674756 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1961 

1073 

363 

NC 

1073 

20 

NC 

NC 

1776 

1776 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

611103 

C(2-1)8AAD 

371821 

3682416 

N 

PR 

IR 

600 

420 

PERF/SLT  ST 

560 

8 

NC 

NC 

100 

100 

0 

WILLIAM  DOUGLASELLIS 

601928 

C(2-2)10CCC 

364010 

3681330 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/21/1954 

750 

310 

PERF/SLT  ST 

722 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

TRIPLE  SIETE  LLC 

601925 

C(2-2)10DCC 

364810 

3681326 

N 

PR 

IR 

7/23/1973 

1000 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1000 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

TRIPLE  SIETE  LLC 

601927 

C(2-2)10DDD 

365412 

3681317 

N 

PR 

IR/D 

2/3/1 953 

1000 

310 

PERF/SLT  ST 

985 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

TRIPLE  SIETE  LLC 

544329 

C(2-2)10DDD 

365412 

3681317 

M 

M 

M 

11/16/1994 

180 

168 

PERF/SLT  ST 

160 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SUBURBAN  PROPANE, 

544328 

C(2-2)10DDD 

365412 

3681317 

M 

M 

M 

11/14/1994 

180 

168 

PERF/SLT  ST 

160 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SUBURBAN  PROPANE, 

543485 

C(2-2)10DDD 

365412 

3681317 

M 

M 

M 

5/10/1994 

185 

165 

PL/PVC 

185 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SUBURBAN  PROPANE, 

544327 

C(2-2)10DDD 

365412 

3681317 

M 

PR 

M 

11/11/1994 

180 

68 

PERF/SLT  ST 

160 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SUBURBAN  PROPANE, 

601926 

C(2-2)1 1CDD 

366214 

3681302 

N 

PR 

IR/D 

10/31/1962 

1000 

310 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1000 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

ARNOLD  & BAKER  FARMS 

809282 

C(2-2)1 1DCD 

366616 

3681294 

N 

2/18/1964 

20 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

626153 

C(2-2)12CCA 

367427 

3681480 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1954 

879 

352 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

539 

539 

0 

NNP  III -EMR  4 LLC 

626155 

C(2-2)12DCC 

368025 

3681267 

N 

PR 

IR 

2/26/98 

6/24/1998 

740 

297 

PERF/SLT  ST 

740 

16 

NC 

NC 

1143 

1143 

0 

X 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

626154 

C(2-2)12DDA 

368630 

3681458 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1954 

715 

353 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

327 

327 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

626156 

C(2-2)13AAA 

368622 

3681054 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1953 

617 

345 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

800 

800 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

626152 

C(2-2)13AAD 

368619 

3600853 

N 

PR 

IR 

4/1/1952 

680 

366 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

680 

680 

0 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

626157 

C(2-2)13BCA 

367414 

3680672 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1956 

800 

355 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

1000 

1000 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

626158 

C(2-2)13BCC 

367206 

3680473 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1964 

1477 

260 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

575994 

C(2-2)13CDB 

367607 

3679862 

N 

10/7/99 

12/10/1999 

2085 

340 

PERF/SLT  ST 

40 

30 

X 

SUN  MP  INVESTMENT  PROPERTIES  LLC 

616481 

C(2-2)14ADD 

367006 

3680478 

N 

PR 

IR 

12/10/1958 

992 

350 

BLK  ST/IR 

930 

20 

NC 

NC 

2000 

2000 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

616486 

C(2-2)14CCC 

365587 

3679699 

N 

PR 

IR 

3/10/1963 

980 

260 

BLK  ST/IR 

980 

20 

NC 

NC 

2600 

2600 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

624777 

C(2-2)17AAC 

361989 

3680970 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1951 

1002 

418 

PERF/SLT  ST 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

HESTER.ES 

591009 

C(2-2)18ADD 

360573 

3680582 

E 

PR 

D 

2/21/02 

320 

320 

PERF/SLT  ST 

450 

6 

X 

DAVE  ABERNATHY 

205980 

C(2-2)18DBA 

360173 

3680383 

E 

PR 

D 

12/7/04 

VIRGIL  & CATHERINE  JOHNSON 

636073 

C(2-2)19AAD 

360547 

3679369 

E 

PR 

S/IR 

4/1/1971 

434 

340 

BLK  ST/IR 

150 

8 

NC 

NC 

12 

12 

0 

LYLES, M R 

565431 

C(2-2)19ADC 

360347 

3678970 

E 

PR 

D 

11/14/97 

1/3/1998 

560 

480 

PL/PVC 

560 

4 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

5 

12 

400 

X 

VIRGINIA  STORDOCK 

201352 

C(2-2)19CBB 

359167 

3678782 

E 

PR 

D 

11/21/03 

120 

110 

PERF/SLT  ST 

120 

8 

X 

RICHARD  WILEY 

575710 

C(2-2)21  AAB 

363577 

3679524 

E 

PR 

D 

7/20/99 

510 

360 

PERF/SLT  ST 

510 

8 

X 

RENAE  CHAFEY 

598395 

C(2-2)21ACD 

363366 

3678923 

E 

PR 

D 

5/7/03 

460 

338 

PL/PVC 

460 

5 

X 

PATRICIA  SLOCUMB 

535989 

C(2-2)21ACD 

363366 

3678923 

D/S/E 

PR 

D/IR 

8/8/1992 

570 

339 

PL/PVC 

570 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

20 

20 

0 

X 

HERRERA,  CHARLES, P 

902689 

C(2-2)21CAB 

362758 

3678730 

E 

S/D 

7/22/05 

500 

380 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

RAQUEL  ORTIZ 

563163 

C(2-2)21CCD 

362548 

3678129 

E 

PR 

D 

7/31/1997 

560 

360 

PL/PVC 

560 

4 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

MAITLEN,  ROSEMARY 

570325 

C(2-2)21CDA 

362954 

3678325 

E 

PR 

D 

1/7/99 

500 

400 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

WILLIAM  E PEGG  JR 

202241 

C(2-2)21C0C 

362749 

3678126 

E 

PR 

D 

2/6/04 

HEATHER  LOTT 

Golder 

"Associates 
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Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 

No.  Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
Level 
(ft  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(ft  bgs) 

Casing  Dia 
(In) 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Pump 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Test 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Draw- 

down 

(H) 

Drill  Log 

Owner 

535583 

C(2-2)21  DAD 

363763 

3678516 

E 

PR 

0/S 

7/10/1992 

500 

363 

PL/PVC 

500 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

20 

20 

0 

X 

HOFFMAN.  MARVIN. H 

204837 

C(2-2)21DBB 

363161 

3678725 

E 

PR 

D 

8/16/04 

495 

340 

PL/PVC 

495 

5 

X 

SYLVIA  SCHERRER 

545923 

C(2-2)21DCC 

363152 

3678121 

E 

PR 

D/S 

11/18/1994 

520 

370 

PERF/SLT  ST 

520 

7 

SUB 

EL  1-  5 HP 

30 

28 

0 

X 

CALLAHAN.  OSBORNE. 

565430 

C(2-2)21DDC 

363555 

3678116 

E 

PR 

D 

11/14/97 

440 

380 

PL/PVC 

440 

6 

X 

KAREN  MCCORIE 

500004 

C(2-2)22BCC 

363971 

3678915 

E 

PR 

1 o 

4/5/1982 

641 

365 

PERF/SLT  ST 

641 

4 

SUB 

EL  1-  5 HP 

10 

10 

0 

X 

ILEANE  & HERMAN  PRULL 

507287 

C(2-2)22CBB 

363968 

3678714 

D/S/E 

PR 

D 

5/22/1984 

500 

375 

PERF/SLT  ST 

468 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

PERSSON,  EDWARD, P 

616483 

C(2-2)22DCC 

364764 

3678099 

N 

PR 

IR 

12/16/1950 

1250 

350 

BLK  ST/IR 

1236 

20 

NC 

NC 

2400 

2400 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

601324 

C(2-2)23A 

366694 

3679173 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1948 

250 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

250 

20 

NC 

NC 

1400 

1400 

0 

HIDDEN  VALLEY  160 

802063 

C(2-2)23CCC 

365567 

3678087 

N 

PR 

1 IR  1 

12/6/1948 

1263 

168 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1200 

20 

NC 

NC 

2400 

2400 

0 

R A GROUP. 

802115 

C(2-2)23DCC 

366372 

3678074 

N 

PR 

IR 

5/1/1981 

850 

360 

PERF/SLT  ST 

850 

24 

NC 

NC 

2200 

2200 

0 

CHANDLER  HEIGHTS  & COTTON  LANE  LLC 

625639 

C(2-2)24AAA 

368600 

3679443 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1951 

930 

362 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

855 

855 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625637 

C(2-2)24ABC 

367999 

3679252 

N 

PR 

IR 

7/7/1980 

905 

344 

NC 

900 

16 

NC 

NC 

1016 

1016 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

625638 

C(2-2)24CBB 

367190 

3678662 

N 

PR 

IR 

3/10/1968 

1170 

338 

NC 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

2053 

2053 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

626159 

C(2-2)24CCB 

367183 

3678261 

N 

PR 

IR 

10/9/1976 

926 

342 

NC 

926 

20 

NC 

NC 

2231 

2231 

0 

SUNCHASE  ESTRELLA 

607451 

C(2-2)25CCC 

367151 

3676447 

N 

PR 

IR 

7/1/54 

2/2/1955 

882 

337 

PERF/SLT  ST 

882 

20 

TUR 

EL  >100  HP 

2600 

3230 

0 

X 

MADEIRA-MARICOPA  LLC 

605975 

C(2-2)25DDA 

368559 

3676629 

N 

PR 

IR 

7/11/67 

10/9/1967 

970 

350 

PERF/SLT  ST 

970 

20 

TUR 

NAT  101  -200  HP 

2700 

2700 

0 

X 

MADEIRA-MARICOPA  LLC 

607450 

C(2-2)26AC 

366462 

3677366 

N 

PR 

IR 

12/5/1964 

1100 

0 

NC 

1100 

20 

NC 

NC 

2800 

2800 

0 

MADEIRA-MARICOPA  LLC 

572699 

C(2-2)26ACD 

366561 

3677263 

N-SV 

PR 

D 

6/28/99 

MADEIRA-MARICOPA  LLC 

575577 

C(2-2)26ADC 

366762 

3677260 

N-SV 

PR 

0 

7/9/99 

MADEIRA-MARICOPA  LLC 

211694 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

65 

53 

PL/PVC 

65 

2 

X 

NNP  III  - ESTRELLA  MOUNTAIN  RANCH  LLC 

211693 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

65 

60 

PL/PVC 

65 

2 

X 

NNP  III  - ESTRELLA  MOUNTAIN  RANCH  LLC 

211553 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

3/16/06 

4/28/2006 

80 

60 

PL/PVC 

79 

5 

X 

NNP  III  - ESTRELLA  MOUNTAIN  RANCH  LLC 

211551 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

4/25/2006 

80 

62 

PL/PVC 

80 

5 

X 

NNP  III  - ESTRELLA  MOUNTAIN  RANCH  LLC 

211552 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

PR 

M 

3/16/06 

4/26/2006 

80 

60 

PL/PVC 

80 

5 

X 

NNP  III  - ESTRELLA  MOUNTAIN  RANCH  LLC 

540945 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

TRANSAMERICA  REAL, 

540944 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

TRANSAMERICA  REAL. 

540942 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

TRANSAMERICA  REAL, 

540943 

C(2-2)26BBB 

365565 

3677885 

M 

M 

M 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

TRANSAMERICA  REAL. 

616482 

C(2-2)26CCC 

365541 

3676470 

N 

PR 

IR 

7/10/1992 

910 

350 

PERF/SLT  ST 

910 

16 

NC 

NC 

2400 

2400 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

908728 

C(2-2)26DAB 

366759 

3677058 

E 

3/25/08 

5/14/2008 

440 

303 

PL/PVC 

440 

5 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

20 

20 

4 

X 

ADRIAN  NEVAREZ 

208838 

C(2-2)26DAD 

366957 

3676853 

E 

PR 

0 

8/8/05 

FRANCISCO  VALDEZ 

201823 

C(2-2)26DAD 

366957 

3676853 

E 

PR 

D 

12/24/03 

12/2/2004 

400 

198 

PERF/SLT  ST 

400 

5 

X 

SHELDON  LANZ 

200256 

C(2-2)26DCA 

366550 

3676658 

E 

PR 

D 

9/11/03 

410 

340 

PERF/SLT  ST 

410 

6 

X 

WESTERN  INVESTMENTS  LLC 

514178 

C(2-2)26DCB 

366349 

3676661 

D/S/E 

PR 

D/IR 

6/19/1986 

500 

355 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

8 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

35 

0 

365 

X 

LADD,  RALPH  & WILMA, 

626788 

C(2-2)27AAA 

365363 

3677889 

N 

PR 

D/S 

0 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

100 

0 

0 

RGR  AG  ENTERPRISES  LLC 

216452 

C(2-2)27ABA 

364961 

3677895 

N 

10/12/07 

NNP  III  - EMR  4 LLC 

216454 

C(2-2)27BBB 

363955 

3677909 

W 

SUN  MP  LLC 

213030 

C(2-2)27BBB 

363955 

3677909 

W 

PR 

T 

SUN  MP  LLC 

616484 

C(2-2)27CBB 

363942 

3677102 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/12/1951 

1055 

385 

BLK  ST/IR 

1028 

20 

NC 

NC 

1800 

1800 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

803879 

C(2-2)27CCC 

363932 

3676498 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/5/1953 

940 

365 

NC 

895 

20 

NC 

NC 

1800 

0 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

616485 

C(2-2)27CDA 

364539 

3676689 

N 

PR 

IR 

3/28/1974 

974 

365 

PERF/SLT  ST 

974 

18 

NC 

NC 

1600 

0 

0 

SUN  MP  LLC 

616487 

C(2-2)27CDC 

364335 

3676491 

N 

PR 

IR 

6/25/51 

11/7/1951 

1084 

378 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1082 

16 

NC 

NC 

1800 

1560 

0 

X 

SUN  MP  LLC 

901692 

C(2-2)28AAC 

363549 

3677713 

E 

D 

2/16/05 

4/5/2005 

405 

365 

PL/PVC 

405 

5 

AIR  LIFT 

EL  < 1 HP 

15 

10 

X 

ROBIN  KENT 

804273 

C(2-2)28ADC 

363542 

3677310 

E 

PR 

D/IR 

6/15/1970 

453 

400 

PERF/SLT  ST 

453 

8 

NC 

NC 

15 

0 

0 

MODESTO.  DOMINIC, J 

804227 

C(2-2)28ADC 

363542 

3677310 

E 

PR 

D 

6/15/1970 

453 

400 

PERF/SLT  ST 

453 

8 

NC 

NC 

15 

0 

0 

TINNEY,  KENNETH. R 

513673 

C(2-2)28CAA 

362935 

3677116 

D/S/E 

PR 

D 

3/21/1986 

658 

400 

PERF/SLT  ST 

661 

6 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

QUINTON,  CHESTER, 

213093 

C(2-2)28DAD 

363737 

3676904 

E 

PR 

D 

7/31/06 

480 

PERF/SLT  ST 

480 

5 

1 X 1 

KEITH  WEAVER 
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Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 

No.  Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
Level 
(ft  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(ft  bgs) 

Casing  Dia 
(in) 

Pump 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Pump 

Rate 

<gpm) 

Test 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Draw- 

down 

(«) 

Drill  Log 

553454 

C(2-2)28DBD 

363335 

3676909 

E 

PR 

D 

2/8/1996 

500 

365 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

x 

561373 

C(2-2)28DCA 

363331 

3676708 

E 

PR 

D 1 

4/6/1997 

500 

410 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

7 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

579600 

C(2-2)30ABB 

359941 

3677969 

E 

PR 

D 

2/15/00 

5/29/2000 

600 

380 

PL/PVC 

600 

5 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

10 

11 

20 

x T 

804327 

C(2-2)30BAC 

359545 

3677772 

E 

PR 

D | 

425 

300 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

804640 

C(2-2)30BAC 

359545 

3677772 

N 

PR 

IR/S 

6/30/1976 

440 

364 

PERF/SLT  ST 

436 

8 

NC 

NC 

20 

0 

0 

903132 

C(2-2)30BDA 

359739 

3677569 

E 

O/S 

BILL  & KIM  CHURCHWELL 

596390 

C(2-2)30BDB 

359542 

3677571 

E 

PR 

D 

12/18/02 

1/24/2003 

440 

355 

PL/PVC 

440 

5 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

126 

15 

20 

X | 

ALMA  LORIGO 

802297 

C(2-2)30BDD 

359736 

3677368 

N 

PR 

D/IR 

1/1/1978 

390 

364 

PERF/SLT  ST 

375 

6 

NC 

NC 

36 

36 

0 

JOHN  S STACEY  GARCIA 

901697 

C(2-2)33AAD 

363724 

3676098 

E 

D 

2/17/05 

500 

400 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

THOROUGHBRED  DEVELOPMENT 

636868 

C(2-2)33ABA 

363325 

3676304 

E 

PR 

0 

1/1/1972 

501 

325 

PERF/SLT  ST 

450 

8 

NC 

NC 

13 

13 

0 

MARTIN, G D 

907166 

C(2-2)33BBC 

362316 

3676117 

E 

D 

6/11/07 

8/22/2007 

500 

415 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

CYNTHIA  PHILLIPS 

907164 

C(2-2)33BBC 

362316 

3676117 

E 

D 

6/11/07 

6/29/2007 

500 

421 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

MIGUEL  AGUINIGA 

212298 

C(2-2)33CBB 

362308 

3675516 

E 

PR 

0 

5/19/06 

SHAROLYN  LEIBOLD 

553085 

C(2-2)33CBB 

362308 

3675516 

E 

PR 

D/S 

12/13/1995 

540 

460 

PERF/SLT  ST 

530 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

10 

10 

480 

X 

204102 

C(2-2)33CCB 

362303 

3675115 

E 

PR 

0 

6/25/04 

600 

440 

PERF/SLT  ST 

600 

6 

X I 

MICHAEL  CARL  JOHNSON 

576020 

C(2-2)34AAB 

365135 

3676275 

E 

PR 

0 

7/12/99 

620 

340 

PL/PVC 

610 

8 

X I 

JUDY  M WELLS 

808568 

C(2-2)34AAB 

365135 

3676275 

E 

PR 

D/S 

1/1/1980 

620 

PERF/SLT  ST 

620 

8 

RUTH  A LINDLEY 

635181 

C(2-2)34ABB 

364733 

3676282 

E 

PR 

D 

5/1/1964 

440 

92 

PERF/SLT  ST 

440 

8 

NC 

NC 

10 

10 

0 

MOORE, C 

902600 

C(2-2)34BAC 

364328 

3676088 

E 

D 

BMW  INVESTMENTS 

592167 

C(2-2)34BAD 

364529 

3676085 

E 

PR 

D 

5/6/02 

500 

460 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

GREG  BEAN 

590423 

C(2-2)34BBA 

364130 

3676292 

E 

PR 

D 

1/8/02 

1/27/2002 

460 

390 

PL/PVC 

460 

5 

X 

ANTOINETTE  MCLAIN 

206270 

C(2-2)34BCC 

363920 

3675692 

E 

PR 

D 

1/3/05 

1/27/2005 

500 

435 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

RANDY  FORD 

599421 

C(2-2)34BCD 

364121 

3675689 

E 

PR 

D 

7/10/03 

460 

395 

PERF/SLT  ST 

460 

8 

X 

ALAN  ALSOP 

599414 

C(2-2)34CAC 

364316 

3675284 

E 

PR 

D 

7/9/03 

9/19/2003 

460 

405 

PL/PVC 

460 

5 

SUB 

EL  < 1 HP 

15 

15 

5 

X 

BENJAMIN  AND  DIANE  MUNOZ 

609746 

C(2-2)34CBC 

363913 

3675289 

N 

PR 

IR 

12/1/1979 

600 

460 

PERF/SLT  ST 

600 

10 

NC 

NC 

100 

100 

0 

JADAN  ABBASSI 

577858 

C(2-2)34DBC 

364719 

3675279 

E 

PR 

D 

11/5/99 

1/5/2000 

600 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

600 

6 

X 

JOHN  TRAYLOR 

603755 

C(2-2)35AAD 

366942 

3676047 

E 

PR 

D 

2/1/1977 

400 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

380 

8 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

MADE  IRA- MARICOPA  LLC 

511884 

C(2-2)35CAB 

365927 

3675460 

D/S/E 

PR 

D 

8/15/1985 

500 

370 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

8 

CENT 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

23 

23 

1 

X 

SHIRLEY, E D 

577956 

C(2-2)35CAC 

365924 

3675260 

E 

PR 

D 

11/17/99 

4/12/2000 

450 

360 

PL/PVC 

450 

5 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

16 

16 

0 

X 

CHARLES  AND  FONTELLA  SHIRLEY 

603750 

C(2-2)35DCC 

366319 

3674851 

N 

PR 

IR 

12/1/1951 

1037 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

806 

20 

NC 

NC 

2800 

2800 

0 

MADEIRA-MARICOPA  LLC 

603749 

C(2-2)360CC 

367925 

3674823 

N 

PR 

IR 

10/1/1957 

875 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

856 

20 

NC 

NC 

3200 

3200 

0 

RAINBOW  1 LLC 

808034 

C(2-2)5CCD 

361004 

3682986 

N 

PR 

IND 

1/29/54 

4/2/1954 

594 

97 

PERF/SLT  ST 

592 

14 

TUR 

EL  > 100  HP 

240 

300 

350 

X 

BOB  LUECK  FARMS  LLC 

909194 

C(2-2)5CDC 

361207 

3682984 

E 

6/6/08 

6/20/2008 

520 

PERF/SLT  ST 

20 

12 

X 

LUECK  DAIRIES 

800972 

C(2-2)5CDC 

361207 

3682984 

N 

PR 

IR 

11/10/1954 

1037 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1037 

16 

NC 

NC 

400 

400 

0 

BOB  LUECK  FARMS  LLC 

635328 

C(2-2)6AD 

360518 

3683894 

E 

PR 

D 

1/1/1974 

320 

180 

PL/PVC 

300 

6 

NC 

NC 

12 

12 

0 

SRAIL  INC  &, 

593780 

C(2-2)6BBB 

359252 

3684408 

E 

PR 

D 

7/26/00 

305 

65 

PL/PVC 

305 

5 

X 

C WILLIAM  & MARCILLINE  NICHOLS 

640354 

C(2-2)6CAD 

359825 

3683400 

E 

PR 

IR/S 

11/1/1979 

185 

160 

PERF/SLT  ST 

180 

8 

NC 

NC 

20 

20 

0 

BURGER, L D 

500214 

C(2-2)7BAD 

359815 

3682597 

E 

PR 

D 

1/1/1981 

345 

205 

PERF/SLT  ST 

345 

8 

SUB 

EL  < 1 HP 

25 

25 

0 

X 

LIPSCOMB, G 

582090 

C(2-2)8ACB 

361604 

3682380 

N-SV 

PR 

IND 

11/9/00 

4/11/2001 

950 

251 

PERF/SLT  ST 

950 

10 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

581475 

C(2-2)8ACC 

361602 

3682180 

E 

PR 

D 

7/26/00 

2/8/2001 

690 

PL/PVC 

690 

5 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

581474 

C(2-2)8ACD 

361804 

3682178 

E 

PR 

D 

7/20/01 

2/14/2001 

753 

400 

PL/PVC 

753 

5 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

579477 

C(2-2)8ADB 

362008 

3682376 

N-SV 

PR 

IND 

5/22/00 

10/2/2000 

710 

260 

PL/PVC 

710 

12 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

583136 

C(2-2)8BCC 

360797 

3682189 

N-SV 

PR 

IR 

11/9/00 

9/3/2004 

860 

274 

PERF/SLT  ST 

860 

16 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

591441 

C(2-2)8BDA 

361401 

3682382 

N-SV 

PR 

IND 

7/8/02 

916 

318 

BLK  ST/IR 

916 

12 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

583135 

C(2-2)8BDC 

361197 

3682184 

N-SV 

PR 

IR 

11/9/00 

888 

PERF/SLT  ST 

888 

16 

X 

LUECK  DAIRY 

800977 

C(2-2)8CAD 

361395 

3681782 

N 

PR 

IR 

3/11/1956 

465 

300 

NC 

465 

20 

NC 

NC 

800 

800 

0 

ERNEST  M LINSENMEYER  ET  AL 

800976 

C(2-2)8CDD 

361391 

3681383 

N | 

PR 

IR 

8/7/1959 

605 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

605 

16 

NC 

NC 

1200 

1200 

0 

ERNEST  M LINSENMEYER  ET  AL 

Golder 
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Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 

No.  Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
Level 
(tl  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(tl  bgs) 

Casing  Dia 
(in) 

Pump 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Test 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Draw- 

down 

<«) 

Drill  Log 

Owner 

647634 

C(2-2)0DAD 

362203 

3681773 

N 

PR 

IR 

3/16/1956 

1000 

1000 

W/SH 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

2625 

2625 

0 

800975 

C(2-2)8DDB 

361997 

3681576 

N 

PR 

IR 

9/30/1974 

975 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

975 

16 

NC 

NC 

1800 

1800 

0 

MARK  - PATSY  TRUST 

800973 

C(2-2)9BDC 

362813 

3682164 

N 

PR 

IR 

6/7/1958 

815 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

815 

20 

NC 

NC 

1200 

1200 

0 

DWAIN  HOOVER 

800974 

C(2-2)9CBB 

362409 

3681970 

N 

PR 

1 W 1 

1/10/1955 

973 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

973 

20 

NC 

NC 

1500 

1500 

0 

MARK  - PATSY  TRUST 

624775 

C(2-2)9CCC 

362400 

3681370 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1974 

0 

370 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

HESTER  & DOENGES, 

624776 

C(2-2)9CDD 

363005 

3681358 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1951 

0 

418 

NC 

490 

20 

NC 

NC 

1800 

1800 

0 

DOENGES.E  S 

513426 

C(2-2)9DBC 

363210 

3681756 

N-SV 

PR 

IR 

5/15/1986 

1080 

295 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1060 

12 

TUR 

EL  > 100  HP 

0 

300 

107 

1 X ] 

MAX  TAYLOR  & CO., 

634122 

C(2-3)16CA 

353249 

3680391 

E 

PR 

1 S 1 

1/21/1977 

350 

305 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

BLM-PHOENIX  DISTRICT. 

506918 

C(2-3)2DDC 

357225 

3683041 

E 

PR 

S 

1/28/1984 

443 

197 

PERF/SLT  ST 

400 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

10 

10 

0 

x 

DEROSIER.L 

520520 

C(3-1)14DDA 

376490 

3670093 

N-SV 

PR 

IR/S 

8/5/1988 

795 

460 

PERF/SLT  ST 

795 

10 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

DEMPSEY,  LOUISE, W 

215703 

C(3-1)15CCA 

373671 

3670119 

E 

PR 

S 

6/1/07 

10/23/2007 

503 

279 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

16 

1 x 1 

MICHAEL  LOREN  DEROSIER 

629000 

C(3-1)19DDD 

370028 

3668356 

N 

PR 

IR 

11/23/1971 

600 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

600 

10 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

RAINBOW  FARMS, 

638845 

C(3-1)1BB 

376855 

3674404 

E 

PR 

S 

10/16/1947 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

34 

34 

0 

DE  ROSIER. L 

516693 

C(3-1)21DCC 

372641 

3668323 

D/S/E 

PR 

D/S 

3/31/1987 

734 

349 

PERF/SLT  ST 

697 

8 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

26 

30 

360 

X 

BALES,  WALLACE, 

629411 

C(3-1)21DCC 

372641 

3668323 

N 

PR 

IR/D 

1/1/1958 

1200 

370 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1100 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

3000 

0 

GHASWALA  D/N  TR/CHERRY  PROPERTIES  LLC 

614965 

C(3-1)28CDD 

372424 

3666714 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1974 

950 

365 

PERF/SLT  ST 

950 

20 

NC 

NC 

2100 

0 

0 

AZ  STATE  LAND  DEPT 

614966 

C(3-1)28DDD 

373223 

3666701 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1961 

1175 

355 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1100 

20 

NC 

NC 

3000 

0 

0 

AZ  STATE  LAND  DEPT, 

603751 

C(3-1  )34ACC 

374221 

3665894 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1977 

906 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

906 

20 

NC 

NC 

2600 

2600 

0 

LAZY  Y RANCH, 

603754 

C(3-1  )34DCC 

374210 

3665095 

N 

PR 

IR 

6/30/1982 

1148 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1148 

20 

NC 

NC 

3450 

0 

0 

LAZY  Y RANCH, 

638847 

C(3-1)36AA 

377956 

3666346 

E 

PR 

S 

8/25/1947 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

34 

34 

0 

DE  ROSIER, L 

579151 

C(3-1)3ACD 

374537 

3673933 

E 

PR 

D 

6/25/03 

1/18/2003 

440 

120 

PL/PVC 

440 

5 

SUB 

EL  < 1 HP 

5 

X 

WALTER  LOERZEL 

640456 

C(3-1)6DC 

369600 

3673288 

E 

PR 

D 

1/30/1974 

350 

310 

BLK  ST/IR 

0 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

MILLER, R W 

802116 

C(3-1)9AB 

372812 

3672849 

E 

PR 

IR/S 

9/1/1972 

965 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

920 

8 

NC 

NC 

25 

40 

0 

WILCOXSON.H  L 

614964 

C(3-1)9CAD 

372495 

3671946 

E 

PR 

S 

1/1/1930 

160 

100 

PERF/SLT  ST 

130 

6 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

AZ  STATE  LAND  DEPT 

218136 

C(3-2)1BCB 

367112 

3674231 

E 

8/12/00 

10/28/2008 

465 

300 

PL/PVC 

465 

5 

X 

JOHN  HARE 

629166 

C(3-2)1BCB 

367112 

3674231 

E 

PR 

D/IR 

3/25/1978 

500 

345 

PERF/SLT  ST 

480 

8 

NC 

NC 

13 

13 

0 

SOUTH  RAINBOW  WATER, 

609907 

C(3-2)1BCC 

367109 

3674030 

N 

PR 

IR 

1/1/1975 

510 

370 

PERF/SLT  ST 

510 

8 

NC 

NC 

60 

60 

0 

D-BAR  D-ENTERPRISES. 

512081 

C(3-2)1CAA 

367709 

3673820 

D/S/E 

PR 

D 

9/17/1985 

500 

370 

PERF/SLT  ST 

502 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

BAUER, L 

628553 

C(3-2)1CD 

367602 

3673319 

N 

PR 

IR 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

AZ  GAME  & FISH  DEPARTMENT 

906358 

C(3-2)lDBB 

36791 1 

3673810 

E 

D 

1/31/07 

4/19/2007 

470 

354 

PL/PVC 

470 

5 

X 

JUAN  SANCHEZ 

639910 

C(4-1)23CD 

375437 

3658734 

E 

5/9/1966 

610 

446 

PERF/SLT  ST 

603 

8 

NC 

NC 

34 

34 

0 

CONLEY, R H 

521147 

C(4-1  )32ABD 

371090 

3656674 

M 

OB 

M 

7/25/1988 

668 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

562 

16 

NC 

NC 

5 

0 

0 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

518851 

C(4-1)32ACA 

371087 

3656474 

M 

OB 

M 

11/13/1987 

586 

517 

PERF/SLT  ST 

490 

15 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

5 

2 

35 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

519547 

C(4-1)32BAD 

370687 

3656679 

M 

OB 

M 

11/18/1987 

595 

514 

PERF/SLT  ST 

580 

15 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

5 

3 

35 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

521146 

C(4-1)32BDA 

370684 

3656478 

M 

M 

T 

6/28/1988 

540 

517 

PERF/SLT  ST 

534 

10 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

519551 

C(4-1)32BDD 

370682 

3656278 

M 

OB 

M 

11/22/1987 

585 

542 

PERF/SLT  ST 

580 

15 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

5 

2 

17 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

519548 

C(4-1)32BDD 

370682 

3656270 

M 

M 

T 

12/2/1987 

777 

727 

PERF/SLT  ST 

767 

10 

SUB 

GE  1-  5 HP 

5 

0 

0 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

521149 

C{4-1)32BDD 

370682 

3656278 

M 

M 

T 

6/24/1988 

500 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

495 

10 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

517953 

C(4-1)32CAC 

370475 

3655878 

M 

OB 

M 

10/2/1987 

596 

546 

PERF/SLT  ST 

596 

16 

SUB 

GE  1 - 5 HP 

5 

0 

0 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

513868 

C(4-1)32CDD 

370671 

3655474 

M 

OB 

M 

7/30/1986 

621 

500 

PERF/SLT  ST 

621 

5 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

5 

20 

574 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

518852 

C(4-1  )32DAA 

371485 

3656067 

M 

T 

10/6/1987 

590 

522 

PERF/SLT  ST 

586 

9 

NC 

GE  1 - 5 HP 

5 

0 

0 

X 

ADOA  - GENERAL  SERVICES  DIVISION 

513141 

C(5-1)4ADB 

372874 

3654839 

D/S/E 

PR 

D 

1/31/1986 

150 

60 

PERF/SLT  ST 

150 

8 

SUB 

EL  < 1 HP 

10 

55 

85 

X 

ALLEN  LENTZ 

611915 

D(3-1)19AAA 

379704 

3669634 

N 

PR 

IR 

8/28/1980 

591 

418 

PERF/SLT  ST 

591 

16 

NC 

NC 

500 

500 

0 

P T CORPORATION 

634104 

0(3-1  )7BB 

378442 

3672778 

E 

PR 

S 

9/1/1980 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

BLM-PHOENIX  DISTRICT, 

615271 

D(3-1  )7BBB 

378343 

3672880 

N 

CAP 

1550 

409 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1550 

16 

NC 

NC 

2000 

2000 

0 

AZ  STATE  LAND  DEPT, 

615272 

0(3-1  )7BBB 

378343 

3672880 

E 

PR 

S 

1850 

409 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1850 

6 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

AZ  STATE  LAND  DEPT. 

804031 

0(4-1)14 

385328 

3660822 

E 

PR 

D ( 

1/1/1975 

600 

0 

NC 

600 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

COBB,  LONNIE, H 

Colder 
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Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 
No. 

Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
(ft  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(ft  bgs) 

Casing  Dia 
(In) 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Pump 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Test 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Draw- 

down 

(It) 

Drill  Log 

Owner 

206033 

D(4-1)15CCC 

382999 

3660150 

W 

PR 

T 

11/7/07 

4/29/2005 

1410 

405 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1400 

16 

X 

SONORAN  VALLEY  MGMT 

216242 

D(4-1)15DCD 

384004 

3660138 

W 

9/17/07 

1200 

415 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1190 

17 

X 

SONORAN  VALLEY  PROPERTY  LLC 

519488 

D(4-1)17BAA 

380397 

3661590 

N-SV 

PR 

T 

12/12/1987 

442 

0 

PL/PVC 

425 

10 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

10 

24 

6 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT. 

519487 

D(4-1)17BBB 

379792 

3661595 

N-SV 

PR 

T 

12/10/1987 

446 

0 

PL/PVC 

430 

10 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

10 

25 

4 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

519490 

0(4-1  )17CCC 

379774 

3660190 

N-SV 

PR 

T 

12/3/1987 

99 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT. 

519519 

0(4-1)17000 

381184 

3660175 

N 

PR 

T 

12/5/1987 

460 

398 

PL/PVC 

450 

10 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

10 

30 

6 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT, 

627930 

0(4-1)21  ADA 

382790 

3659549 

N 

PR 

IR/IND 

1/1/1957 

368 

390 

PERF/SLT  ST 

0 

20 

NC 

NC 

700 

700 

0 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT, 

805159 

D(4-1  )21  ADD 

382787 

3659348 

N 

PR 

IR/D 

1/31/1956 

557 

380 

PERF/SLT  ST 

557 

20 

NC 

NC 

600 

0 

0 

ELI  & WILLIAM  GATES 

525271 

0(4-1  )21BCB 

381378 

3659569 

N 

PR 

IND 

10/21/1989 

1165 

415 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1165 

16 

TUR 

EL  >100  HP 

750 

800 

225 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT, 

571291 

D(4-1  (21BCC 

381375 

3659368 

E 

PR 

D 

11/3/98 

11/19/1998 

560 

390 

PERF/SLT  ST 

520 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

15 

25 

410 

X 

MARY  ANN  LUCAS 

635998 

D(4-1  )21CBC 

381370 

3658966 

E 

PR 

D 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

GATES  & BROWN, 

625208 

0(4-1  )21CCC 

381364 

3658564 

N 

PR 

IR/S 

1/1/1962 

846 

390 

PERF/SLT  ST 

846 

16 

NC 

NC 

1000 

1000 

0 

ADOA, 

634948 

0(4-1)22 

383692 

3659233 

E 

PR 

D 

7/6/1968 

420 

384 

BLK  ST/IR 

0 

6 

NC 

NC 

26 

26 

0 

WALKER, H 

638494 

D(4-1)22DAD 

384391 

3658919 

E 

PR 

0 

4/14/77 

6/20/1977 

404 

375 

PERF/SLT  ST 

404 

8 

NC 

NC 

10 

20 

0 

X 

JULIOUS  L COLEMAN 

597016 

0(4- 1)23  AAD 

386022 

3659697 

E 

PR 

D 

2/5/03 

6/4/2003 

550 

360 

PL/PVC 

550 

5 

X 

EDWARD  & KAY  UNKS 

200883 

0(4-1  )23C  AC 

385000 

3658910 

E 

PR 

0 

10/21/03 

525 

387 

PL/PVC 

525 

5 

X 

WESTERN  INVESTMENTS  LLC 

200255 

0(4-1  )23CAC 

385000 

3658910 

E 

PR 

D 

9/11/03 

11/25/2003 

525 

336 

PL/PVC 

525 

5 

X 

WESTERN  INVESTMENTS  LLC 

597889 

D(4-1)23CDB 

384998 

3658708 

E 

PR 

0 

4/9/03 

500 

400 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

BARONESS  RESOURCES  LP 

599437 

D(4-1)23CDB 

384998 

3658708 

E 

PR 

0 

7/10/03 

520 

320 

PL/PVC 

520 

5 

X 

PINNACLE  SOUTHWEST  PROPERTIES  LLC 

593937 

0(4-1  )23CDC 

384995 

3658506 

E 

PR 

D 

8/6/02 

8/28/2002 

520 

382 

PL/PVC 

520 

8 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

12 

12 

X 

DAVID  HORTON 

605614 

0(4-1  )23CDD 

385199 

3658504 

N 

PR 

IR 

4/11/1979 

468 

369 

PERF/SLT  ST 

465 

8 

NC 

NC 

75 

75 

0 

MCINTOSH,  E NOEL, 

594992 

D(4-1)23DDC 

385809 

3658497 

E 

PR 

D 

10/15/02 

11/13/2002 

520 

400 

PERF/SLT  ST 

520 

8 

X 

KINNEY  ROAD  WELL  ASSOCIATION 

567915 

D(4-1)24CCC 

386217 

3658492 

E 

PR 

0 

4/6/98 

7/8/1998 

500 

320 

PERF/SLT  ST 

480 

10 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

8 

10 

420 

X 

VAN  G KELLEMS 

571266 

0(4-1)25 

386930 

3657575 

E 

DON  & CAROLINE  BESLER 

805500 

0(4-1)25 

386930 

3657575 

N 

PR 

IR 

425 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

ORZOL,  MATTHEW 

586347 

D(4-1  )25ABA 

387252 

3658276 

E 

PR 

0 

4/4/01 

5/2/2001 

550 

450 

PL/PVC 

500 

5 

X 

GENEVA  HUGHES 

906635 

0(4-1  J25BBB 

386215 

3658292 

E 

0 

3/13/07 

3/20/2007 

580 

360 

PL/PVC 

580 

4 

X 

JAMES  MCLEMORE 

575230 

D(4-1)25DCB 

387028 

3657072 

E 

PR 

D 

6/15/99 

8/10/1999 

490 

380 

PERF/SLT  ST 

490 

10 

OTHER 

OTHER 

2 

35 

X 

DAVID  BROWN 

540224 

0(4-1  )26ABC 

385395 

3658099 

D/S/E 

PR 

0 

8/21/1993 

504 

388 

PERF/SLT  ST 

504 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

20 

20 

508 

X 

SCROGGINS.  LARRY, 

200875 

D(4-1)26ACC 

385387 

3657696 

E 

PR 

D 

10/24/03 

10/18/2004 

525 

380 

PL/PVC 

525 

8 

X 

WESTERN  INVESTMENTS  LLC 

901476 

0(4-1  )26ACD 

385590 

3657693 

E 

D/PR 

1/3/05 

575 

390 

PERF/SLT  ST 

575 

5 

X 

LFG  PROPERTIES  LLC 

802002 

D(4-1)26ADA 

386003 

3657891 

N 

PR 

D/IR 

12/1/1979 

505 

350 

PERF/SLT  ST 

505 

8 

NC 

NC 

19 

19 

0 

CABRAL,  PEDRO, 

207230 

D(4-1)26ADC 

385793 

3657691 

E 

PR 

0 

4/6/05 

MATTHEW  P & AMY  L AVERY 

535025 

0(4-1  )26BAA 

385195 

3658303 

D/S/E 

PR 

D/S 

5/15/1992 

480 

380 

PERF/SLT  ST 

480 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

20 

20 

5 

X 

KINNEY,  NATHAN, H 

806308 

D(4-1  )26BAA 

385195 

3658303 

E 

PR/CAP 

D/S 

12/31/1948 

408 

373 

PERF/SLT  ST 

398 

8 

NC 

NC 

20 

0 

0 

KINNEY,  NATHAN, H 

616754 

D(4-1)26BB 

384685 

3658207 

N 

PR 

IR/S 

9/1/1976 

642 

365 

PERF/SLT  ST 

642 

10 

NC 

NC 

205 

0 

0 

DONALD  S & CAROLYN  R BESLER 

200499 

0(4-1  )26BBA 

384788 

3658307 

E 

PR 

D 

9/25/03 

10/14/2003 

525 

346 

PL/PVC 

525 

5 

X 

MOBIL  LAND  LLC 

803911 

D(4- 1)27  AAA 

384383 

3658312 

N 

PR 

IR/S 

3/9/1977 

640 

327 

PERF/SLT  ST 

600 

8 

NC 

NC 

160 

0 

0 

MCQUADE,  JOHN.C 

602410 

D(4-1)27CAA 

383567 

3657522 

E 

PR 

D 

8/22/03 

450 

350 

PERF/SLT  ST 

400 

8 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

X 

PAM  & DAN  BAIRD 

602409 

0(4-1  )27CAA 

383567 

3657522 

E 

PR 

S/D 

450 

350 

PERF/SLT  ST 

400 

8 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

MOBILE  LAND  LLC 

802154 

D(4-1)27CAD 

383565 

3657321 

E 

PR 

S/D 

450 

300 

PERF/SLT  ST 

400 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

PINNACLE  SOUTHWEST  PROPERTIES  LLC 

592066 

D(4-1)27C0D 

383559 

3656914 

E 

PR 

0 

4/18/02 

2/21/2003 

550 

426 

PL/PVC 

20 

5 

X 

MOBIL  LAND  LLC 

200617 

0(4-1  )27DDD 

384364 

3656901 

E 

PR 

0 

10/3/03 

550 

400 

PL/PVC 

550 

5 

X 

EUGENE  HALL 

501545 

0(4-1  )28AAA 

382775 

3658342 

N 

PR 

IND 

1/22/1982 

1504 

400 

PERF/SLT  ST 

1500 

16 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT, 

800754 

D(4-1  )28BBB 

381361 

3658363 

N 

PR 

D/IND 

1/1/1960 

500 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

425 

8 

NC 

NC 

35 

35 

0 

MOBILE  ELEMENTARY#86, 

585132 

D(4-1)28CDD 

381946 

3656945 

M 

M 

T 

1/22/01 

2/15/2001 

480 

460 

PERF/SLT  ST 

480 

2 

X 

OPTION  ON  LAND  AES  MONTEZUMA  LLC 

585133 

D(4-1)28CDD 

381946 

3656945 

M 

M 

T 

1/22/01 

2/15/2001 

480 

460 

PERF/SLT  ST 

480 

2 

X 

OPTION  ON  LAND  AES  MONTEZUMA  LLC 
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Table  1 

Registered  Wells  in  the  Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 


093-92820 


Well  Registry 
No. 

Cadastral 

UTM(X) 

UTM(Y) 

Well 

Type 

Well  Use 
1/2 

Water 
Use  1/2/3 

Date 

Approved 

Date 

Installed 

Well 
Depth 
(ft  bis) 

Water 
(ft  bis) 

Casing  Type 

Casing 
Depth 
(ft  bgs) 

Casing  Ola 
(in)  1 

Type 

Pump  Power 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Test 

Rate 

(gpm) 

Draw- 

down 

(«») 

Drill  Log 

Owner 

615318 

D(4-1  )32CBD 

379919 

3655761 

E 

PR/CAP 

S 

12/31/1952 

476 

0 

PERF/SLT  ST 

476 

5 

SUB 

GE  5-  20  HP 

10 

10 

0 

AZ  STATE  LAND  DEPT. 

534757 

D(4-1)32CBD 

379919 

3655761 

E 

PR 

D/S 

4/15/1992 

560 

490 

PERF/SLT  ST 

560 

8 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

X 

SIEBERT.  JOHN. 

639911 

D(4-1)32CC 

379814 

3655459 

E 

PR 

S 

600 

500 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

6 

NC 

NC 

20 

20 

0 

CONLEY, E 

200503 

D(4-1  )34CDD 

383536 

3655307 

E 

PR 

D 

9/25/03 

9/30/2003 

565 

341 

PL/PVC 

565 

5 

X 

BEVERLY  BOLTON 

525749 

0(4-1  )4BDC 

381839 

3664189 

E 

PR 

COM 

12/5/1989 

590 

382 

PERF/SLT  ST 

588 

10 

SUB 

EL  6-  15  HP 

35 

35 

385 

X 

LUFTHANSA  GERMAN 

552949 

0(4-1  )4CDD 

382027 

3663380 

E 

PR 

D/IR 

12/1/1995 

500 

390 

PERF/SLT  ST 

475 

6 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

12 

15 

30 

X 

SCHRADER,  MAX, 

555130 

D(4-1)5CDC 

380215 

3663405 

E 

PR 

D/IR 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

35 

35 

5 

WASTE  MGMT  OF  ARIZONA  INC 

519489 

0(4-1  |8BBB 

379812 

3663209 

N-SV 

PR 

1 T 1 

12/7/1987 

460 

365 

PL/PVC 

410 

10 

NC 

NC 

0 

30 

10 

X 

WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

569387 

0(4-1  )8DDD 

381206 

3661785 

N-SV 

PR 

D 

6/23/99 

8/14/1999 

1030 

463 

1015 

16 

X 

GMW  ENTERPRISES.  INC 

563081 

0(4-1  )8DDD 

381206 

3661785 

N-SV 

PR 

IND 

0 

0 

NC 

0 

0 

NC 

NC 

0 

0 

0 

WEINBERGER.  GLENN 

639199 

0(4-2)19 

388513 

3659226 

E 

PR 

S 

1/1/1980 

380 

370 

PERF/SLT  ST 

350 

8 

NC 

NC 

1 

1 

0 

AGUAYO. R R 

604263 

0(5-1  )1DCA 

387141 

3653859 

N 

PR 

IR/S 

4/1/1942 

352 

283 

NC 

4 

20 

NC 

NC 

2200 

2200 

0 

TREADAWAY.A  P 

593158 

0(5-1  (20BAA 

380260 

3650317 

E 

PR 

D 

6/21/02 

870 

575 

PL/PVC 

870 

7 

X 

RAE  WILLIAMS 

087342 

0(5-1  )4CBD 

381497 

3654135 

E 

PR 

D 

1/14/1982 

500 

460 

PERF/SLT  ST 

500 

10 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

25 

25 

0 

JOHNSON, G 

592480 

D(5-1  )8ADD 

381080 

3652932 

E 

PR 

D 

5/13/02 

810 

620 

PL/PVC 

810 

8 

X 

HARRY  FLINT 

566599 

D(5-2)18BBC 

387716 

3651634 

E 

PR 

D 

1/21/98 

2/27/1998 

420 

330 

PL/PVC 

420 

8 

SUB 

EL  1 - 5 HP 

20 

20 

1 

X 

GUY  & AMY  FABIA 

Notes: 


Well  Type 

Well  Use 

Water  Use 

0 = Domestic 

CAP  = Capped 

COM  = Commercial 

E = Exempt 

M = Monitonng 

0 = Domestic 

M = Monitoring 

OB  = Observation 

IND  = Industrial 

N = Non-Exempt 

PR  = Water  Production 

IR  = Irrigation 

N-SV  = Non-Service 
S = Stock 

T = Test 

M = Monitoring 
MINE  = Mining 
PR  = Production 
S = Stock 
T = Test 

Casing  Type 

BLK  ST/IR  = Black  Steel  - Iron  - Seamless 
NC  = No  Code  Listed 
PL/PVC  = Plastic  or  PVC 

PRF/SLT  ST  = Steel  - Perforated  or  Slotted  Casing 
W/SH  = Walled  or  Shored 


Pump  Type 
CENT  = Centntugal 
NC  = No  Code  Listed 
SUB  = Submersible 
TUR  = Turbine 

Pump  Power 
EL  = Electric  Motor 
GE  = Gasoline  Engine 
HP  = Horsepower 
NAT  = Natural  or  LP  Gas 
NC  = No  Code  Listed 
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APPENDIX  D. 

Specific  Capacity  and  Estimated  Aquifer  Transmissivity 
Rainbow  Valley  Sub-basin 
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APPENDIX  E. 

Potential  Presence  of  Special-status  Wildlife  in  the  Project  Area 
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water  Critical  habitat  at  Quitobaquito  Springs, 
Pima  County,  Arizona,  and  Imperial  County, 
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APPENDIX  F. 

Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  and 
Water  Use  Tables  (after  5 and  30  years  of  pumping  at  1,429  and 
1,862  gpm) 
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Appendix  F.  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well 
Registration  Identification,  and  Water  Use  Tables 


Appendix  F.  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification, 
and  Water  Use  Tables  (after  5 and  30  years  of  pumping  at 
1,429  and  1,862  gpm) 

Note:  Appendix  F has  been  revised  and  reformatted  since  the  draft  EIS  to  incorporate  a more 
comprehensive  list  of  wells  impacted  in  the  Rainbow  Valley.  Well  registration  IDs  for  wells  that  would 
be  drawn  down  by  less  than  2 feet  are  now  included.  For  ease  of  reading,  these  new  changes  are  not 
underlined. 


Table  F-1  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  five  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1 ,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown  Well  Registration  ID  Water  Use 

(feet) 


Less  than  2 520006,  906756,  903265,  903273,  570742,  570741 , 58821 6,  903656,  588204,  Multiple  Uses 

520005, 557761, 520009,  590204,  586507,  587118,  588752,  595086,  596150, 

638113,  515689,  520007,  520004,  808416,  634168,  634169,  630594,  214424, 

608351 , 638846,  614956, 624845, 624844,  809283,  625643,  625644,  625642, 

625641, 625640,  809284,  620455,  807794,  625636,  625635,  625650,  625649, 

625648,  625634,  87430,  607058,  610920,  607449,  502866,  604647,  501246, 

605373,  625647,  625646,  605576,  605577,  605578,  625645,  611103,  601925, 

601927, 544329,  544328,  543485,  544327,  601926,  809282,  626153,  626155, 

626154, 626156,  626152,  626157,  626158,  575994,  616481 , 616486,  601324, 

802115,  625639,  625637,  625638,  626159,  607451 , 605975,  607450,  572699, 

575577, 908728, 208838, 201823, 200256,  514178, 603755, 511884, 577956, 

603750, 603749, 808034,  909194,  800972,  635328,  593780,  640354,  500214, 

582090, 581475, 581474,  579477,  583136,  591441 , 583135,  800973,  634122, 

506918,  520520,  215703,  629000,  638845,  516693,  62941 1 , 614965,  614966, 

603751 , 603754,  638847,  5791 51 , 640456,  802116,  614964, 218136, 629166, 

609907, 512081, 628553, 906358,  639910,  521147,  518851, 519547,  521146, 

519551 , 51 9548, 521 1 49, 51 7953,  51 3868,  518852,  51 31 41 , 61 1 91 5,  6341 04, 

615271, 615272,  804031, 206033,  216242,  519488,  519487,  519490,  519519, 

627930,  805159,  525271 , 571291 , 635998,  625208,  634948,  638494,  597016, 

200883, 200255,  597889,  599437,  593937,  605614,  594992,  567915,  571266, 

805500,  586347,  906635,  575230,  540224,  200875,  901476,  802002,  207230, 

535025,  806308,  616754,  200499,  80391 1 , 602410,  602409, 802154,  592066, 

200617,  501545,  800754,  585132,  585133,  615318,  534757,  63991 1 , 200503, 

525749, 552949,  555130,  519489,  569387,  563081 , 639199,  604263,  593158, 

87342,  592480,  566599 


2-4 

204102,  577858,  599414,  599421 , 206270,  592167,  902600, 576020,  635181, 
205980,  591009 

Domestic 

2-4 

808568,  626788 

Domestic/Stock 

2-4 

609746, 616482,  616487, 616485,  802063,  616483,  624777,  601928,  624776, 
624775,  800976,  800975,  513426,  647634,  800977,  800974 

Irrigation 

2-4 

21 1 694,  21 1 693,  21 1 553,  21 1 551 , 21 1 552,  540945,  540944, 540942,  540943 

Monitoring 

2-4 

216452 

Unknown 

4-6 

901697,  590423,  213093,  565430,  507287,  204837,  201352,  500004,  598395, 
575710 

Domestic 

4-6 

535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

4-6 

535583 

Domestic/Stock 

4-6 

803879,  616484 

Irrigation 

4-6 

636073 

Stock/Irrigation 

4-6 

213030 

Test 
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Table  F-1  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  five  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1 ,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

4-6 

216454 

Unknown 

6-8 

212298,  636868,  561373,  553454,  513673,  804227,  596390,  901692,  804327, 
579600,  202241,  570325,  565431 

Domestic 

6-8 

804273,  802297 

Domestic/Irrigation 

6-8 

553085,  903132,  545923 

Domestic/Stock 

6-8 

804640 

Irrigation/Stock 

6-8 

902689 

Stock/Domestic 

8-10 

907166,  907164,  563163 

Domestic 
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Table  F-2  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  five  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1 ,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown  Well  Registration  ID  Water  Use 

(feet) 


Less  than  2 520006,  906756,  903265,  903273,  570742,  570741 , 58821 6,  903656,  588204,  Multiple  Uses 

520005, 557761, 520009,  590204,  586507,  587118,  588752,  595086,  596150, 

638113, 515689, 520007, 520004, 808416,  634168,  634169,  630594,  214424, 

608351,  638846,  614956,  624845,  624844,  809283,  625643,  625644,  625642, 

625641 , 625640,  809284,  620455,  807794,  625636,  625635,  625650,  625649, 

625648,  625634,  87430,  607058,  610920,  607449,  502866,  604647,  501246, 

605373,  625647,  625646,  605576,  605577,  605578,  625645,  611103,  601927, 

544329,  544328,  543485,  544327,  601926,  809282,  626153, 626155,  626154, 

626156, 626152,  626157,  626158,  575994,  616481,  601324,  625639,  625637, 

625638,  626159,  607451 , 605975,  607450,  572699,  575577,  908728,  208838, 

201823,  200256,  514178,  603755,  511884,  577956,  603750,  603749,  808034, 

909194,  800972,  635328,  593780,  640354,  500214,  634122,  506918,  520520, 

215703, 629000, 638845,  516693,  629411,  614965,  614966,  603751 , 603754, 

638847, 579151, 640456, 802116, 614964,  218136,  629166,  609907,  512081, 

628553,  906358,  639910,  521147,  518851, 519547,  521146,  519551,  519548, 

521 1 49,  51 7953,  51 3868,  51 8852,  513141,611915,  634104,  61 5271 , 61 5272, 

804031 , 206033, 216242,  519488,  519487,  519490,  519519,  627930,  805159, 

525271, 571291, 635998, 625208, 634948,  638494,  597016,  200883,  200255, 

597889,  599437,  593937,  605614,  594992,  567915,  571266,  805500,  586347, 

906635,  575230,  540224,  200875,  901476,  802002,  207230,  535025,  806308, 

616754,  200499,  80391 1 , 602410,  602409,  802154,  592066,  200617,  501545, 

800754,  585132,  585133,  615318,  534757,  639911,  200503,  525749,  552949, 

555130, 519489, 569387, 563081,  639199, 604263, 593158, 87342, 592480 


2-4 

577858,  599414,  576020,  635181 , 581474,  581475 

Domestic 

2-4 

808568,  626788 

Domestic/Stock 

2-4 

579477,  582090,  591441 

Industrial 

2-4 

616482,  802115,  802063,  616486,  601925,  601928,  624776,  624775,  800976, 
800975,  513426,  647634,  800977,  800974,  800973,  583135,  583136 

Irrigation 

2-4 

211694, 211693, 211553, 211551,  211552,  540945,  540944, 540942,  540943 

Monitoring 

4-6 

204102, 599421 , 206270, 592167, 902600, 590423, 507287, 500004, 575710, 
205980,  591009 

Domestic 

4-6 

609746,  616487,  616485,  616483,  624777 

Irrigation 

4-6 

216452 

Unknown 

6-8 

901697, 636868,  213093,  901692,  565430,  204837,  201352,  598395 

Domestic 

6-8 

535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

6-8 

535583 

Domestic/Stock 

6-8 

803879,  616484 

Irrigation 

6-8 

636073 

Stock/Irrigation 

6-8 

213030 

Test 

6-8 

216454 

Unknown 

8-10 

212298,  561373,  553454,  804227,  596390,  804327,  570325,  565431 

Domestic 

8-10 

804273,  802297 

Domestic/Irrigation 

8-10 

553085, 903132,  545923,  902689 

Domestic/Stock 

8-10 

804640 

Irrigation/Stock 

10-12 

907166,  907164,  513673,  579600, 202241, 563163 

Domestic 
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Table  F-3  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1 ,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

Less  than  2 

520006,  906756,  903265,  903273,  570742,  570741 , 58821 6,  903656,  588204, 
520005,  557761, 520009,  590204,  586507,  587118,  588752,  595086,  596150, 
638113,  515689,  520007, 520004, 808416,  634168, 634169, 630594, 214424, 
608351, 620455,  807794,  611103,  593780,  634122,  506918,  520520,  215703, 
629000,  638845, 516693, 62941 1 , 614965,  614966, 603751 , 603754,  638847, 
5791 51 , 8021 1 6,  61 4964,  639910,  521 1 47,  518851 , 51 9547,  521 1 46,  51 9551 , 
519548,  521149,  517953,  513868,  518852,  513141,  611915,  634104,  615271, 
615272,  804031, 206033,  216242,  519488,  519487, 519490, 519519, 627930, 
805159,  525271, 571291, 635998, 625208,  634948, 638494,  597016,  200883, 
200255,  597889,  599437,  593937,  605614,  594992,  567915,  571266,  805500, 
586347,  906635,  575230,  540224,  200875,  901476,  802002, 207230, 535025, 
806308,  616754,  200499, 80391 1 , 602410,  602409,  802154,  592066,  200617, 
501545,  800754,  585132,  585133,  615318,  534757,  639911, 200503,  525749, 
552949,  555130,  519489,  569387,  563081, 639199,  604263,  593158,  87342, 
592480, 566599 

Multiple  Uses 

2-4 

640456,  906358,  51 2081 , 625650 

Domestic 

2-4 

628553,  625645,  625646,  625647,  605576,  605577,  605578,  501246,  605373, 
625635,  625648,  625649,  625636, 625634 

Irrigation 

2-4 

614956,  638846 

Stock 

4-6 

502866,  87430 

Domestic 

4-6 

629166 

Domestic/Irrigation 

4-6 

609907,  603749,  605975,  607449,  607058,  610920,  625644,  625640,  625643, 
625641 

irrigation 

4-6 

604647 

Irrigation/Domestic 

4-6 

218136,  809284,  809283 

Unknown 

6-8 

603755 

Domestic 

6-8 

603750,  607451 , 625642,  625639,  626152,  624845,  624844,  626156 

Irrigation 

6-8 

640354 

Irrigation/Stock 

8-10 

204102,  577956,  511884,  200256, 208838,  201823,  575577, 572699 

Domestic 

8-10 

514178 

Domestic/Irrigation 

8-10 

607450,  626159,  625638, 625637,  626158,  616481, 626157,  626155,  626154, 
626153 

Irrigation 

8-10 

908728,  575994 

Unknown 

10-12 

577858,  576020 

Domestic 

10-12 

808568 

Domestic/Stock 

10-12 

616482,  802115,  601324 

Irrigation 

10-12 

601926 

Irrigation/Domestic 

10-12 

809282 

Unknown 

12-14 

599414, 599414, 635181 

Domestic 

12-14 

626788 

Domestic/Stock 

12-14 

609746,  802063,  616486,  601925 

Irrigation 

12-14 

601927 

Irrigation/Domestic 
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Table  F-3  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

12-14 

21 1 694, 21 1 693, 21 1 553,  21 1 551 , 21 1 552,  540945,  540944,  540942,  540943, 
544329,  544328,  543485,  544327 

Monitoring 

12-14 

216452 

Unknown 

14-16 

599421 , 206270, 902600,  590423,  581474,  500214,  635328 

Domestic 

14-16 

579477,  582090,  591441 , 808034 

Industrial 

14-16 

616487,  616485, 616483, 601928,  624776,  513426,  800974, 800973,  800972 

Irrigation 

14-16 

909194 

Unknown 

16-18 

901697, 213093, 507287,  500004,  575710,  581475 

Domestic 

16-18 

535583 

Domestic/Stock 

16-18 

803879,  616484,  624777,  624775,  800976,  800975,  647634,  800977,  583135, 
583136 

Irrigation 

16-18 

213030 

Test 

16-18 

216454 

Unknown 

18-20 

636868, 561373, 553454,  804227,  901692,  565430,  204837,  598395,  205980, 
591009 

Domestic 

18-20 

804273,  535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

20-22 

212298, 513673,  202241,  570325,  201352 

Domestic 

20-22 

553085,  545923,  902689 

Domestic/Stock 

20-22 

636073 

Stock/Irrigation 

22-24 

907166, 907164, 596390, 804327, 563163,  565431 

Domestic 

22-24 

903132 

Domestic/Stock 

22-24 

804640 

Irrigation/Stock 

24-26 

579600 

Domestic 

24-26 

802297 

Domestic/Irrigation 
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Table  F-4  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1 ,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

Less  than  2 

520006,  906756,  903265, 903273, 570742,  570741,  588216,  903656,  588204, 
520005,  557761,  520009, 590204, 586507,  587118, 588752,  595086,  596150, 
638113,  515689,  520007,  520004,  808416,  634168, 634169,  630594,  214424, 
608351,  620455,  807794,  611103,  593780,  634122,  506918,  520520,  516693, 
629411,  614965,  614966,  603751 , 603754,  638847,  639910,  521147,  518851, 
519547,  521146,  519551,  519548,  521149,  517953,  513868,  518852,  513141, 
611915,  634104,  615271, 615272,  804031, 206033,  216242,  519488,  519487, 
519490,  519519,  627930,  805159, 525271, 571291,  635998,  625208,  634948, 
638494,  597016,  200883, 200255, 597889, 599437, 593937, 605614,  594992, 
567915,  571266,  805500,  586347,  906635,  575230,  540224, 200875,  901476, 
802002,  207230,  535025,  806308,  616754,  200499,  80391 1 , 602410,  602409, 
802154,  592066,  200617,  501545,  800754,  585132,  585133,  615318,  534757, 
639911, 200503,  525749,  552949,  555130,  519489,  569387,  563081,  639199, 
604263,  593158,  87342, 592480,  566599 

Multiple  Uses 

2-4 

640456, 579151 

Domestic 

2-4 

629000,  625645,  625646,  605576,  605577,  605578,  625635,  625636 

Irrigation 

2-4 

802116 

Irrigation/Stock 

2-4 

215703, 614964, 638845 

Stock 

4-6 

906358,  512081, 625650,  87430 

Domestic 

4-6 

628553,  603749,  625647, 501246, 605373,  607058, 625648, 625649, 625634, 
610920,  625640, 625641 

Irrigation 

4-6 

604647 

Irrigation/Domestic 

4-6 

614956,  638846 

Stock 

4-6 

809284 

Unknown 

6-8 

502866 

Domestic 

6-8 

629166 

Domestic/Irrigation 

6-8 

605975,  607449,  609907,  625643, 625644 

Irrigation 

6-8 

640354 

Irrigation/Stock 

6-8 

218136,  809283 

Unknown 

8-10 

603755 

Domestic 

8-10 

603750, 607451, 625642, 625639, 624845, 624844 

Irrigation 

10-12 

204102,  577956,  511884, 200256, 208838,  201823,  575577 

Domestic 

10-12 

626159,  625638,  625637,  626152, 626156,  626155,  626154 

Irrigation 

10-12 

908728,  575994 

Unknown 

12-14 

572699 

Domestic 

12-14 

514178 

Domestic/Irrigation 

12-14 

607450,  802115,  601324,  626158,  61 6481 , 6261 57,  626153 

Irrigation 

12-14 

809282 

Unknown 

14-16 

577858, 576020 

Domestic 

14-16 

808568 

Domestic/Stock 

14-16 

616482, 802063 

Irrigation 
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Table  F-4  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use  (modeled 
groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater  pumping  at  1 ,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

14-16 

601926 

Irrigation/Domestic 

14-16 

21 1 694, 21 1 693, 21 1 553,  21 1 551 , 21 1 552,  540945,  540944,  540942,  540943 

Monitoring 

16-18 

599414,  592167,  635181 

Domestic 

16-18 

626788 

Domestic/Stock 

16-18 

616486, 601925 

Irrigation 

16-18 

601927 

Irrigation/Domestic 

16-18 

544329, 544328,  543485,  544327 

Monitoring 

18-20 

599421 , 206270, 902600,  590423,  500214,  635328 

Domestic 

18-20 

609746, 616487, 616485,  616483,  601928 

Irrigation 

18-20 

216452 

Unknown 

20-22 

901697, 500004,  581474,  581475 

Domestic 

20-22 

579477,  582090,  591441 , 808034 

Industrial 

20-22 

803879,  624776,  624775,  800975,  513426,  647634,  800977, 800974,  800973, 
583135,  583136,  800972 

Irrigation 

20-22 

909194 

Unknown 

22-24 

213093, 507287,  575710 

Domestic 

22-24 

535583 

Domestic/Stock 

22-24 

616484, 624777,  800976 

Irrigation 

22-24 

213030 

Test 

22-24 

216454 

Unknown 

24-26 

636868, 561373, 553454, 804227,  901692,  565430,  204837,  598395,  205980, 
591009 

Domestic 

24-26 

804273 

Domestic/Irrigation 

24-26 

535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

26-28 

570325,  201352 

Domestic 

26-28 

545923,  902689 

Domestic/Stock 

28-30 

212298, 513673, 202241,  563163,  565431 

Domestic 

28-30 

553085 

Domestic/Stock 

28-30 

636073 

Stock/Irrigation 

30-32 

907166,  907164,  596390,  804327,  579600 

Domestic 

30-32 

802297 

Domestic/Irrigation 

30-32 

903132 

Domestic/Stock 

30-32 

804640 

Irrigation/Stock 
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Appendix  G.  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration 
Identification,  and  Water  Use  Tables  (after  30  years  of  pumping  at 
1,429  gpm,  1,862  gpm,  and  20.5  gpm) 

Note:  Appendix  G has  been  revised  and  reformatted  since  the  draft  EIS  to  incorporate  a more 
comprehensive  list  of  wells  impacted  in  the  Rainbow  Valley.  Well  registration  IDs  for  wells  that  would 
be  drawn  down  by  less  than  10  feet  are  now  included.  For  ease  of  reading,  these  new  changes  are  not 
underlined. 


Table  G-1  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

Less  than  10 

520006, 906756, 903265, 903273,  570742,  570741,  588216,  903656,  588204, 
520005,  557761 , 520009,  590204,  586507,  587118,  588752,  595086,  596150, 
638113,  515689,  520007,  520004,  808416,  634168,  634169,  630594,  214424, 
608351, 620455,  611103,  593780,  640354,  634122,  506918, 513141,  597016, 
571266,  805500,  586347,  575230,  639199,  593158,  566599 

Multiple  Uses 

10-15 

500214 

Domestic 

10-15 

604263 

Irrigation/Stock 

15-20 

204102 

Domestic 

20-25 

567915 

Domestic 

30-35 

906635 

Domestic 

35-40 

51 3868,  517953,  51 9551 , 518851 , 521 1 47,  519547 

Monitoring 

35-40 

519548,  521149,  521146 

Test 

35-40 

518852 

Unknown 

40-45 

807794 

Domestic 

40-45 

614956 

Stock 

40-45 

638846 

Stock 

45-50 

592480,  804031, 579151, 625650 

Domestic 

45-50 

611915,  625645,  625646,  605576,  605577,  605578,  625635,  625648, 625649, 
625636,  625640,  625641 

Irrigation 

45-50 

802116 

Irrigation/Stock 

45-50 

614964, 634104,  615272,  638845 

Stock 

45-50 

639910, 615271 

Unknown 

50-55 

525749 

Commercial 

50-55 

87342,  594992, 640456,  87430 

Domestic 

50-55 

516693 

Domestic/Stock 
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Table  G-1  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

50-55 

629000,  628553,  501246,  605373,  625634,  610920,  625644,  625643,  624845,  624844 

Irrigation 

50-55 

62941 1 

Irrigation/Domestic 

50-55 

520520 

Irrigation/Stock 

50-55 

638847,  215703 

Stock 

50-55 

809284, 809283 

Unknown 

55-60 

207230,  906358,  51 2081 , 596390,  804327,  201352 

Domestic 

55-60 

802002,  552949,  555130 

Domestic/Irrigation 

55-60 

603754,  614966,  614965,  625647,  607058,  625642,  626154 

Irrigation 

55-60 

604647 

Irrigation/Domestic 

55-60 

804640 

Irrigation/Stock 

55-60 

639911 

Stock 

55-60 

519487,  519489 

Test 

60-65 

569387,  579600,  565431 , 205980 

Domestic 

60-65 

629166,  802297 

Domestic/Irrigation 

60-65 

901476 

Domestic/Production 

60-65 

903132,  534757 

Domestic/Stock 

60-65 

563081 

Industrial 

60-65 

603751 , 609907,  607449,  625639,  626152,  626156,  626155, 626153,  615318, 
519490,  519488,  218136,  200503,  540224,  502866,  591009,  635328,  525271, 
603749, 625637,  626158,  616481, 626157 

Irrigation 

60-65 

615318 

Stock 

60-65 

519490,  519488 

Test 

60-65 

218136 

Unknown 

65-70 

200503, 540224,  502866,  591009,  635328 

Domestic 

65-70 

525271 

Industrial 

65-70 

603749,  625637,  626158,  61 6481 , 6261 57 

Irrigation 

65-70 

601926,  601927 

Irrigation/Domestic 

65-70 

544329, 544328,  543485,  544327 

Monitoring 

65-70 

636073 

Stock/Irrigation 

65-70 

519519 

Test 
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Table  G-1  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

65-70 

575994,  809282 

Unknown 

70-75 

200875,  200883,  200255,  635998,  571291,  577956,  577858,  599414,  511884, 
212298, 599421, 206270,  603755,  592167,  902600,  901697,  907166,  907164, 
590423,  636868,  561373,  513673,  563163 

Domestic 

70-75 

800754 

Domestic/Industrial 

70-75 

535025,  806308,  553085 

Domestic/Stock 

70-75 

582090,  591441, 808034 

Industrial 

70-75 

605614,  609746,  607451 , 601925,  601928,  800976,  583135,  583136,  800972 

Irrigation 

70-75 

805159 

Irrigation/Domestic 

70-75 

627930 

Irrigation/Industrial 

70-75 

625208 

Irrigation/Stock 

70-75 

902689 

Stock/Domestic 

70-75 

216242,  909194 

Unknown 

75-80 

593937, 597889,  599437,  634948,  576020,  635181,  200256,  208838,  201823, 
213093, 553454, 804227,  901692,  565430,  202241,  570325,  507287,  204837, 
500004, 598395, 575710,  581474,  581475 

Domestic 

75-80 

514178,  804273,  535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

75-80 

808568,  545923,  535583 

Domestic/Stock 

75-80 

501545,  579477 

Industrial 

75-80 

603750,  616482,  616487,  803879,  605975,  616485,  616484,  601324,  616486, 
624777,  624776,  624775,  800975,  513426,  647634,  800977,  800974,  800973 

Irrigation 

75-80 

206033 

Test 

80-85 

200499, 575577,  572699 

Domestic 

80-85 

625638 

Irrigation 

80-85 

211694, 211693,  211553,  21 1 551 , 21 1552,  540945,  540944,  540942,  540943 

Monitoring 

80-85 

213030 

Test 

80-85 

908728,  216454 

Unknown 

85-90 

638494 

Domestic 

85-90 

626788 

Domestic/Stock 

85-90 

607450,  802115,  802063 

Irrigation 

85-90 

616754 

Irrigation/Stock 
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Table  G-1  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1 ,429  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown  Well  Registration  ID 

(feet) 

Water  Use 

85-90 

216452 

Unknown 

90-95 

200617 

Domestic 

95-100 

803911 

Irrigation/Stock 

95-100 

585132,  585133 

Test 

100-105 

602410 

Domestic 

100-105 

616483,  626159 

Irrigation 

100-105 

602409,  802154 

Stock/Domestic 

105-110 

802154 

Stock/Domestic 

120-125 

592066 

Domestic 
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Appendix  G.  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well 
Registration  Identification,  and  Water  Use 


Table  G-2  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

Less  than  10 

520006,  906756,  903265,  903273,  570742,  570741,  588216, 903656, 588204, 
520005, 557761, 520009, 590204,  586507,  587118,  588752,  595086,  596150, 
638113,  515689, 520007, 520004, 808416,  634168,  634169,  630594, 214424, 
608351 , 620455,  611103,  593780,  520006,  906756,  903265,  903273,  570742, 
570741,  588216,  903656,  588204,  520005,  557761,  520009,  590204,  586507, 
587118, 588752, 595086,  596150,  638113,  515689,  520007,  520004,  808416, 
634168,  634169,  630594,  214424,  608351 , 620455,  611103,  593780,  640354, 
634122,  506918,  513141,  597016,  571266,  805500, 586347, 575230, 639199, 
593158, 566599 

Multiple  Uses 

10-15 

500214 

Domestic 

10-15 

604263 

Irrigation/Stock 

15-20 

204102, 567915 

Domestic 

20-25 

567915 

Domestic 

30-35 

906635 

Domestic 

35-40 

513868,  517953,  519551, 518851 , 521 147,  519547 

Monitoring 

35-40 

519548,  521149,  521146 

Test 

35-40 

518852 

Unknown 

40-45 

807794 

Domestic 

40-45 

614956,  638846 

Stock 

45-50 

592480,  804031, 579151 

Domestic 

45-50 

611915,  625645,  625646,  605576,  605577,  605578,  625635,  625648,  625636, 
625641 

Irrigation 

45-50 

802116 

Irrigation/Stock 

45-50 

614964, 634104,  615272, 638845 

Stock 

45-50 

639910, 615271 

Unknown 

50-55 

525749 

COM 

50-55 

87342,  594992, 640456,  625650,  87430 

Domestic 

50-55 

516693 

Domestic/Stock 

50-55 

629000,  625649,  625634,  625640 

Irrigation 

50-55 

62941 1 

Irrigation/Domestic 

50-55 

520520 

Irrigation/Stock 

50-55 

638847, 215703 

Stock 

50-55 

809284 

Unknown 
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Table  G-2  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1 ,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

55-60 

207230,  906358,  512081 

Domestic 

55-60 

802002,  552949,  555130 

Domestic/Irrigation 

55-60 

614966, 614965,  628553,  625647,  501246,  605373,  607058,  610920,  625644, 
625643,  624845,  624844 

Irrigation 

55-60 

604647 

Irrigation/Domestic 

55-60 

63991 1 

Stock 

55-60 

519487,  519489 

Test 

55-60 

809283 

Unknown 

60-65 

569387,  201352 

Domestic 

60-65 

629166 

Domestic/Irrigation 

60-65 

901476 

Domestic/Production 

60-65 

534757 

Domestic/Stock 

60-65 

563081 

Industrial 

60-65 

603754, 603751, 609907,  607449,  625642,  626152,  626156,  626154 

Irrigation 

60-65 

615318 

Stock 

60-65 

519490,  519488 

Test 

60-65 

218136 

Unknown 

65-70 

200503, 540224,  502866,  596390,  804327 

Domestic 

65-70 

802297 

Domestic/Irrigation 

65-70 

903132 

Domestic/Stock 

65-70 

525271 

Industrial 

65-70 

603749,  625639,  626157,  626155,  626153 

Irrigation 

65-70 

804640 

Irrigation/Stock 

65-70 

519519 

Test 

65-70 

809282 

Unknown 

70-75 

200875,  200883,  200255,  635998,  571 291 , 579600,  565431 , 205980,  591009, 
635328 

Domestic 

70-75 

800754 

Domestic/Industrial 

70-75 

535025,  806308 

Domestic/Stock 

70-75 

605614,  625637,  626158,  616481 

Irrigation 
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Table  G-2  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1 ,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

70-75 

805159,  601926,  601927 

Irrigation/Domestic 

70-75 

627930 

Irrigation/Industrial 

70-75 

625208,  636073 

Irrigation/Stock 

70-75 

544329,  544328,  543485,  544327 

Monitoring 

70-75 

216242,  575994 

Unknown 

75-80 

593937, 597889, 599437, 634948, 577956,  577858,  599414,  511884,  212298, 
599421 , 206270,  603755, 592167,  902600,  901697,  907166,  907164,  576020, 
590423, 636868 

Domestic 

75-80 

553085,  808568 

Domestic/Stock 

75-80 

501545,  808034 

Industrial 

75-80 

609746,  607451, 605975,  616486,  601925,  601928,  800972 

Irrigation 

75-80 

206033 

Test 

75-80 

909194 

Unknown 

80-85 

635181, 200256,  561373,  208838,  201823,  213093,  553454,  513673,  804227, 
901692,  565430,  202241 , 563163,  570325,  507287,  204837, 500004, 598395, 
575710,  581474,  581475 

Domestic 

80-85 

514178,  804273,  535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

80-85 

545923, 535583,  902689 

Domestic/Stock 

80-85 

579477,  582090,  591441 

Industrial 

80-85 

603750, 616482,  616487, 803879, 616485,  616484,  601324,  624777,  624776, 
624775, 800976, 800975, 513426, 800977,  800974,  800973,  583135 

Irrigation 

80-85 

908728 

Unknown 

85-90 

200499, 638494,  575577,  572699 

Domestic 

85-90 

626788 

Domestic/Stock 

85-90 

607450,  802115,  625638,  647634 

Irrigation 

85-90 

616754 

Irrigation/Stock 

85-90 

21 1 694, 21 1 693,  21 1 553,  21 1 551 , 21 1 552,  540945,  540944,  540942,  540943 

Monitoring 

85-90 

213030 

Test 

85-90 

216454 

Unknown 

90-95 

200617 

Domestic 

90-95 

802063 

Irrigation 
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Table  G-2  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  1,862  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

90-95 

216452 

Unknown 

95-100 

80391 1 

Irrigation/Stock 

95-100 

585132,  585133 

Test 

100-105 

602410 

Domestic 

100-105 

626159 

Irrigation 

100-105 

602409 

Stock/Domestic 

105-110 

616483 

Irrigation 

105-110 

802154 

Stock/Domestic 

120-125 

592066 

Domestic 
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Appendix  G.  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well 
Registration  Identification,  and  Water  Use 


Table  G-3  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  20.5  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

Less  than  15 

588204,  520005,  557761,  520009,  590204,  586507,  587118,  588752,  595086, 
596150,  520006,  638113,  515689,  520007,  520004,  808416,  634168,  634169, 
630594,  214424,  620455,  906756,  611103,  593780,  634122,  506918,  513141, 
571266,  805500,  586347,  575230,  639199,  903265,  604263,  593158,  903273, 
570742,  570741,  588216,  903656 

Multiple  Uses 

15  to  20 

566599,  597016 

Domestic 

25  to  30 

513868,  517953,  519551, 519547 

Monitoring 

25  to  30 

519548,  521149,  521146 

Test 

30  to  35 

518851,  521147 

Monitoring 

30  to  35 

518852 

Unknown 

35  to  40 

608351 

Irrigation 

40  to  45 

592480,  567915 

Domestic 

40  to  45 

639910 

Unknown 

50  to  55 

87342,  906635 

Domestic 

55  to  60 

594992,  807794 

Domestic 

55  to  60 

802002 

Domestic/Irrigation 

55  to  60 

534757 

Domestic/Stock 

55  to  60 

639911,  615318,  614956 

Stock 

60  to  65 

525749 

Commercial 

60  to  65 

207230,  804031,  5791 51 , 625650 

Domestic 

60  to  65 

552949,  555130 

Domestic/Irrigation 

60  to  65 

629000,  611915,  625645,  605576,  605577,  605578,  625635, 625648, 625649, 
625636, 625634,  625640, 625641 , 624845,  624844,  802116,  520520,  615271, 
809284,  638847,  215703,  614964,  634104,  615272,  638845,  638846,  519490, 
519488,  519487,  519489 

Irrigation 

60  to  65 

802116, 520520 

Irrigation/  Stock 

60  to  65 

615271, 809284 

Unknown 

60  to  65 

638847,  215703,  614964,  634104,  615272,  638845,  638846 

Stock 

60  to  65 

519490, 519488, 519487,  519489 

Test 

65  to  70 

200503, 569387, 640456, 596390, 804327,  87430,  201352 

Domestic 

65  to  70 

516693,  903132 

Domestic/  Stock 

65  to  70 

802297,  62941 1 

Domestic/Irrigation 

65  to  70 

901476 

Domestic/Production 
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Table  G-3  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  20.5  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

65  to  70 

563081 

Industrial 

65  to  70 

614966, 614965,  625646,  625644,  625643 

Irrigation 

65  to  70 

804640 

Irrigation/  Stock 

65  to  70 

809283 

Unknown 

65  to  70 

519519 

Test 

70  to  75 

200875,  540224,  200883,  200255,  635998,  571291,  906358,  512081,  579600,  565431 

Domestic 

70  to  75 

535025,  806308 

Domestic/  Stock 

70  to  75 

800754 

Domestic/Industrial 

70  to  75 

525271 

Industrial 

70  to  75 

605614,  603754,  603751 , 628553, 625647,  501246,  605373,  607058,  610920,  625642 

Irrigation 

70  to  75 

625208 

Irrigation/  Stock 

70  to  75 

805159 

Irrigation/Domestic 

70  to  75 

627930 

Irrigation/Industrial 

70  to  75 

216242 

Unknown 

75  to  80 

593937,  597889,  599437,  634948,  204102,  212298,  907166,  907164,  205980,  591009 

Domestic 

75  to  80 

553085 

Domestic/  Stock 

75  to  80 

629166,  604647 

Domestic/Irrigation 

75  to  80 

501545 

Industrial 

75  to  80 

609907,  625639,  626152,  626156 

Irrigation 

75  to  80 

218136 

Unknown 

75  to  80 

636073 

Stock  /Irrigation 

75  to  80 

206033 

Test 

80  to  85 

200499,  599414,  599421 , 206270,  592167,  902600,  901697,  590423, 636868, 

561373,  213093, 553454, 513673, 804227,  901692,  202241 , 5631 63,  570325,  500214 

Domestic 

80  to  85 

545923,  902689 

Domestic/  Stock 

80  to  85 

804273 

Domestic/Irrigation 

80  to  85 

603749,  609746,  616487,  803879,  616485,  616484,  607449, 626154 

Irrigation 

85  to  90 

638494,  577956,  577858,  511884,  576020,  635181, 502866,  565430,  204837, 
598395, 575710,  635328 

Domestic 

85  to  90 

808568,  535583 

Domestic/  Stock 
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Table  G-3  Cumulative  Groundwater  Drawdown,  Well  Registration  Identification,  And  Water  Use 
(modeled  cumulative  groundwater  drawdown  in  surrounding  wells  after  30  years  of  groundwater 
pumping  at  20.5  gpm) 


Groundwater 

Drawdown 

(feet) 

Well  Registration  ID 

Water  Use 

85  to  90 

535989 

Domestic/Irrigation 

85  to  90 

603750,  625637,  624777,  626155,  624776, 800976 

Irrigation 

85  to  90 

616754,  640354 

Irrigation/  Stock 

85  to  90 

216454 

Unknown 

85  to  90 

213030 

Test 

90  to  95 

200617,  603755, 507287, 500004,  581474,  581475 

Domestic 

90  to  95 

579477, 582090,  808034 

Industrial 

90  to  95 

616482,  626157,  601925,  601928,  624775,  626153,  800975,  513426,  647634, 
800977,  800974, 800973, 583135,  583136,  800972 

Irrigation 

90  to  95 

80391 1 

Irrigation/  Stock 

90  to  95 

601926,  601927 

Irrigation/Domestic 

90  to  95 

544329,  544328,  543485,  544327 

Monitoring 

90  to  95 

575994,  809282,  909194 

Unknown 

90  to  95 

585132,  585133 

Test 

95  to  100 

591441 

Domestic 

95  to  100 

514178 

Domestic/  Irrigation 

95  to  100 

607451, 601324,  616486, 626158 

Irrigation 

95  to  100 

216452 

Unknown 

100  to  105 

602410, 200256,  208838,  201823 

Domestic 

100  to  105 

626788,  602409 

Domestic/  Stock 

100  to  105 

605975, 802063, 616483, 625638 

Irrigation 

100  to  105 

21 1 694, 21 1 693, 21 1 553, 21 1 551 , 21 1 552,  540945,  540944, 540942, 540943 

Monitoring 

105  to  110 

802115,  616481 

Irrigation 

105  to  110 

908728 

Unknown 

105  to  110 

802154 

Stock/Domestic 

110  to  115 

575577,  572699,  592066 

Domestic 

1 1 5 to  1 20 

607450,  626159 

Irrigation 
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Appendix  H:  Visual  Simulations 

This  appendix  presents  the  visual  simulations  of  the  potential  project  impacts  from  the  Sonoran  Solar 
Energy  Project  (SSEP).  Simulations  are  used  to  evaluate  the  accuracy  of  predicted  visual  effects  and  to 
determine  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  recommendations.  Seven  locations  for  simulations  were  chosen 
to  illustrate  the  range  of  potential  SSEP  contrast  associated  with  moderate  and  high  sensitivity  viewers. 
These  locations  represent  each  sensitive  viewer  type  (travel  route,  recreation  area,  and  residences),  its 
typical  viewing  conditions  (level  or  superior),  and  associated  distance  zone  (foreground/middleground  or 
background).  Table  H.l  summarizes  the  selected  visual  simulation  key  observation  points  (KOP)  and 
their  locations. 


Table  H.l  Visual  Simulation  KOPs  and  Location 


Recreation  Areas 

Location 

KOP  1 

North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness 

KOP  2,  19 

Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument 

KOP  3 

Margie’s  Cove  Road,  West 

KOP  18 

Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness,  Quartz  Peak  Trail 

Travel  Routes 

KOP  7 

SR-85 

Residences 

KOP  13 

Ocotillo  Road 

Two  sets  of  simulations  are  presented  in  this  appendix: 

1 . Simulations  of  the  Proposed  Action,  which  include  visual  simulations  representative  of 
concentrated  solar  thermal  (CST)  technology  as  considered  under  the  Proposed  Action, 
Alternative  A:  Reduced  Water  Use,  and  Alternative  B:  Reduced  Footprint. 

2.  Simulations  of  Sub-alternative  Al:  Photovoltaic  (PV),  which  include  visual  simulations  of  the  PV 
considered  under  this  sub-alternative. 

Both  sets  of  simulations  include  multiple  versions  from  some  KOPs  in  order  to  compare  the  proposed 
gen-tie  alignment  and  the  new  Gen-tie  Line  Option  presented  in  the  final  EIS  (see  Map  28).  Depending  on 
the  location  of  the  simulation,  the  solar  field  and  the  gen-tie  may  or  may  not  be  illustrated.  The  No  Action 
alternative  is  represented  by  the  existing  condition  shown  for  both  technologies. 

The  simulation  process  consists  of  three  phases:  photography  and  data  collection,  3D  model  development, 
and  rendering.  The  photography  and  data  collection  phase  consists  of  photographing  the  project  site  from 
KOPs  selected  by  the  visual  specialist  and  in  consultation  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
during  visual  resource  inventory  efforts.  For  each,  simulation  location  data  are  collected  and  used 
throughout  the  simulation  process.  The  photography  uses  a lens  focal  length  of  50  mm,  which  most 
accurately  represents  the  perspective  and  depth-of-field  that  a human  eye  perceives.  Depending  on  the 
conditions  of  the  photograph,  the  following  data  are  collected:  global  positioning  system  (GPS)  point  for 
each  location  photographed;  viewing  direction,  time,  date,  atmospheric  conditions;  and  the  location  (using 
GPS)  and  dimensions  of  any  landscape  element  (e.g.,  existing  transmission  lines,  cars,  telephone  lines, 
etc.). 


H-1 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  H.  Visual  Simulations 


The  3D  model  development  phase  begins  by  modeling  or  modifying  existing  3D  models  (as  provided  by 
the  owner's  engineers)  of  the  SSEP.  In  addition,  using  a combination  of  GIS  and  CAD  programs,  digital 
elevation  models  (DEM)  of  the  Project  Area  are  prepared.  The  final  model  of  the  SSEP  consists  of  the  3D 
model  accurately  located  on  the  DEM,  and  includes  the  photographed  GPS  locations.  The  final  model  is 
imported  into  a compositing  and  rendering  software  suite,  which  uses  the  photograph  GPS  locations  to  set 
up  virtual  cameras.  Once  all  items  are  present  in  the  rendering  program,  the  photograph  associated  with 
the  simulation  is  imported  and  the  perspective  of  the  photograph  is  matched.  Materials  are  added  to  the 
models  using  real-world  accurate  representations  and  include  textures  and  reflectivity.  The  exact  time  of 
day  and  the  date  that  the  photograph  was  taken  is  also  set  during  this  phase,  resulting  in  accurate  lighting 
and  shadows. 

The  rendering  phase  of  the  simulation  process  consists  of  using  rendering  software  to  calculate  the 
lighting,  shadows,  perspective,  and  materials  associated  with  the  SSEP.  The  output  of  a render  is  an 
image  format,  which  is  then  brought  into  Adobe  Photoshop  for  finalization. 


H-2 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness  toward  the  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  1 mile  south  of  the  junction  of  Komatke  Road  and 
Tank  Road  Project  is  approximately  3 9 miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks.  Generation  Tie  Line,  and  solar  fields 


NEXTera  ■■■■ 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  1 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line 


Photo  Date  and  Time:  9-10-09,  10:07  a m.  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0 2 mile  south-southwest  of  Komatke  Road 
Project  is  approximately  15  miles  from  KOP  location. 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy  storage 
tanks,  Generation  Tie  Line,  and  solar  fields 


NEXTera  ■■■wp 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  2 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line 


Photo  Date  and  Time  8-25-09,  10  53  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process. 


August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0.2  mile  south-southwest  of  Komatke  Road 
Project  is  approximately  1.5  miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy  storage 
tanks,  Generation  Tie  Line  Option,  and  solar  fields 


Photo  Date  and  Time  8-25-09,  10:53  a m.  Focal  Length:  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc. 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process. 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  2 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition 


Level  view  facing  north,  north-east  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0 2 mile  south  of  Komatke  Road  and  Margie's 
Cove  Road  West  Project  is  approximately  1 5 miles  from  KOP 
location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks,  Generation  Tie  Line,  and  solar  fields 


Photo  Date  and  Time:  8-31-09,  2:43  p.m,  Focal  Length:  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  3 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition 


- Level  view  facing  north,  north-east  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0.2  mile  south  of  Komatke  Road  and  Margie's 
Cove  Road  West,  Project  is  approximately  15  miles  from  KOP 
location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks,  Generation  Tie  Line  Option,  and  solar  fields 


Photo  Date  and  Time  8-31-09,  2 43  p m.  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc, 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  3 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 
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Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  east  from  State  Route  85  (northbound)  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the  existing  Jojoba  switchyard,  and 
Rainbow  Valley 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  in 
northbound  lane  of  State  Route  85  Project  is  approximately 
4 0 miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks,  solar  fields,  and  Generation  Tie  Line  connecting  to  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation 


Photo  Date  and  Time  9-10-09.  2 00  p m.  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  7 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  east  from  State  Route  85  (northbound)  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the  existing  Jojoba  switchyard,  and 
Rainbow  Valley 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  in 
northbound  lane  of  State  Route  85  Project  is  approximately 
4 0 miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks,  solar  fields,  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  connecting  to  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation 


NEXTera 

ENE 


Photo  Date  and  Time:  9-10-09.  2 00  p.m.  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  7 Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 


August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  west  from  Ocotillo  Road  residences  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  on 
Ocotillo  Road  Project  is  approximately  01  mile  from  KOP 
location. 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks,  Generation  Tie  Line,  and  solar  fields 


Photo  Date  and  Time:  9-10-09,  12:37  p.m.  Focal  Length:  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


NEXTera 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  13  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  west  from  the  Quartz  Peak  Trail,  within  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness,  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and 
Rainbow  Valley 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  on 
top  of  Quartz  Peak  Trail  Project  is  approximately  17  miles  from 
KOP  location. 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks,  Generation  Tie  Line,  and  solar  fields 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  18  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line 


NEXTera 
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Photo  Dale  and  Time  11-15-09,  12:44  p m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  west  from  the  Quartz  Peak  Trail,  within  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness,  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and 
Rainbow  Valley 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  on 
top  of  Quartz  Peak  Trail  Project  is  approximately  17  miles  from 
KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Proposed  Action  250  MW  power  block  and  125  MW  power  block  with  boiler  option  and  associated  switchyards,  thermal  energy 
storage  tanks.  Generation  Tie  Line  Option,  and  solar  fields 


NEXTera 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Dale  and  mme  n-15-09, 1244pm  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  18  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants.  Inc. 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  1.6  miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated  switchyards 
and  solar  fields 


Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Images  above  are  3 photographs  taken  at  50mm  focal  length  stitched  into  a panorama 
Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


NEXTera  ■HPjai m 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  1 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 

existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument.  Gen-tie  Line  is 

approximately  16  miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated  switchyards 

ENEpgilci  I 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  la 

August  2011 


Photo  Date  and  Time.  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  16  miles  from  KOP  location. 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated  switchyards 


NEXTera 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-n,  1154  am  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  1b 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc. 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  1 6 miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated  switchyards 
and  solar  fields 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

phoio  Dale  and  Time  5-20-11.  it  54  am  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  1c 

Structure  models  that  were  used  In  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc. 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


NEXTera 
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Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  12  miles  from  KOP  location. 


A-  Solar  Collection  Assembly 


Typical  Solar  Collection  Assembly 
based  on  3D  model  provided  by 
Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


\7 


3-Pole  Structure 


90' 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated 
switchyards  and  solar  fields 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Images  above  are  3 photographs  taken  at  50mm  focal  length  stitched  into  a panorama  KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  1 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc  ^ 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  9 
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Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  1.2  miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated  ^ 

switchyards  ENERQpCi  | 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11. 1154  a m.  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  la 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants,  Inc 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 
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Sonoran  Desert 
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Wilderness 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  12  miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated 

switchyards  ENERjjpr  | 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-n,  ii  54  a.m.  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  1b 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc. 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 

existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 

approximately  1 2 miles  from  KOP  location. 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  to  the  Proposed  Action  power  blocks  with  associated 
switchyards  and  solar  fields 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-tt  1154  am  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  19  Proposed  Action  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  1c 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  thal  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


ENER^p3  Hi 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness  toward  the  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  1 mile  south  of  the  junction  of  Komatke  Road 
and  Tank  Road  Project  is  approximately  4 8 miles  from  KOP 
location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


sr-9" 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate. 


H-Frame  Structure 

. X,  _ ,/ 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 

NEXTera 
ENER£|a 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  1 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Photo  Date  and  Time  9-10-09,  10  07  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  North  Maricopa  Mountains  Wilderness  toward  the  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  1 mile  south  of  the  junction  of  Komatke  Road 
and  Tank  Road  Project  is  approximately  4 8 miles  from  KOP 
location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 

\ / 


3-Pole  Structure 

r 


90' 


90' 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  9-10-09.  10  07  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  1 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  kop 

Buckeye  Hills  approximately  0.2  mile  south-southwest  of  Komatke  Road 

Project  is  approximately  1 5 miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


87-9" 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons. 
Measurements  are  approximate. 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


\ 

/ 

X/ 

/ 

\ 

\/ 

90 

Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Phoio  Dale  and  Time  8-25-09. 10  53  am  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  2 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc. 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0 2 mile  south-southwest  of  Komatke  Road 
Project  is  approximately  1 5 miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines  

ENER£2rki 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  2 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Photo  Date  and  Time  8-25-09,  10  53  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  north-northeast  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0.2  mile  south  of  Komatke  Road  and  Margie's 
Cove  Road  West  Project  is  approximately  1 5 miles  from  KOP 
location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


3-Pole  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 

NEXTera 

LNERgrb 


Photo  Date  and  Time  8-31-09,  2:43  p m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  3 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  north-northeast  from  within  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the 
Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP 
approximately  0 2 mile  south  of  Komatke  Road  and  Margie's 
Cove  Road  West  Project  is  approximately  1 5 miles  from  KOP 
location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


= 

r= 

_ 

1 ' 

J 

Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3 -pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 


NEXTera 

ENERCT  " 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  8-31-09.  2 43  p m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  3 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  east  from  State  Route  85  (northbound)  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the  existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation, 
and  Rainbow  Valley 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  in 
northbound  lane  of  State  Route  85  Project  is  approximately 
4.2  miles  from  KOP  location 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  with  Sub-alternative  A1 

switchyard 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons, 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 

_A 


\7 


90' 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


3-Pole  Structure 


90' 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


NEXTera 

ENER££bQ 


Photo  Date  and  Time  9-10-09,  2 00  p m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  7 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Existina  Condition  - Level  view  facinq  east  from  State  Route  85  (northbound)  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the  existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  kop  in 
a w 1 1 northbound  lane  of  State  Route  85  Project  is  approximately 

and  Rainbow  Valley  4.2  miles  from  KOP  location. 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons. 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 

\ / 


X7 


90’ 


3-Pole  Structure 


90’ 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1 : Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  with 

Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard 


Photo  Date  and  Time  9-10-09,  2 00  p.m  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


NExrera_ 

ENERp2a 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  7 Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  west  from  Ocotillo  Road  residences  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  KOP  on 
Ocotillo  Road  Project  is  approximately  1 1 miles  from  KOP 
location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 

\,  ./ 


Typical  single-circuit  500KV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


3-Pole  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 

NEXTera 

ENEFg23 


Photo  Date  and  Time  9-10-09,  12  37  p.m  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  13  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Level  view  facing  west  from  Ocotillo  Road  residences  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  the  Buckeye  Hills  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  kop  on 

Ocotillo  Road  Project  is  approximately  1.1  miles  from  KOP 
location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


67" -9’' 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate. 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


90' 


90' 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 


NtxTera 
ENERG  " 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time:  9-10-09.  12:37  p m.  Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  13  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  west  from  the  Quartz  Peak  Trail,  within  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness,  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  kop  on 

Rainbow  Valley  top  of  Quartz  Peak  Trail  Project  is  approximately  18  miles  from 

KOP  location. 


Photovoltaic  Module 


er-9" 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


\ 

/— 1 

\/ 

90 

90’ 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines 

NEXTera 
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Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Dale  and  Time  n-15-09. 1244  pm  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  18  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  west  from  the  Quartz  Peak  Trail,  within  the  Sierra  Estrella  Wilderness,  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  and  Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  kop  on 

Rainbow  Valley  top  Quartz  Peak  Trail.  Project  is  approximately  18  miles  from 

KOP  location 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Photovoltaic  Module 

8-6' 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


Proposed  Condition  - Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers  and  34  5kV  feeder 
bus  lines 


NtxTera 

ENER^Q 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  11-15-09,  12  44  p m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  18  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  1 6 miles  from  KOP  location. 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard,  34  5kV  feeder  bus  lines, 
and  300MW  photovoltaic  array  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 

Y 

v VV 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Images  above  are  3 photographs  taken  at  50mm  focal  length  stitched  into  a panorama 
Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  1 

August  2011 


Switchyard 


Water  Pipeline- 


^Sonoran  Desert 
National  Monument 


North  Maricopa 
Mountains 
Wilderness 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  1 6 miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate. 


H-Frame  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H -frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


3-Pole  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  la 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  16  miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


\ 

/ 1 

90 

Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard 


Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11.  11  54  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  1b 

August  2011 


Water  Pipeline - 


.Sonoran  Desert 
National  Monument 

North  Maricopa 
Mountains 
Wilderness 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within 
the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  is 
approximately  1 6 miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


er-9" 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate. 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


\ 

\ / \ / 


90’ 


90* 


Typical  single-circuit  500KV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard,  34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines, 
and  300MW  photovoltaic  array  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers 


ENERg&i 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants.  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  View  1c 

August  2011 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  1.2  miles  from  KOP  location. 


A 

B 

c 

5.  . i . -- 

fSkjfr&i'  • 

ifisapaa 

Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard, 
34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines,  and  300MW  photovoltaic  array  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


\ 

/ 

\/ 

90 

Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11:54  a m Images  above  are  3 photographs  taken  at  50mm  focal  length  stitched  into  a panorama 
Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  1 

August  2011 


i-iriii  £J>. 


Water  Pipeline- 


*=Sonpran  Desert 
National  Monument 

North  Maricopa 
Mountains 
Wilderness 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  1.2  miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons. 
Measurements  are  approximate 


H-Frame  Structure 


3-Pole  Structure 


90' 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard 

Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

Phoco  Dale  and  Time  5 20  11  11 54  am  Focal  lengin  50mm  KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1 : Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  la 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electncal  Consultants.  Inc 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  northwest  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  1.2  miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons. 
Measurements  are  approximate 


f-Frame  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


3-Pole  Structure 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish. 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 
KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1:  Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  1b 

August  2011 


Photo  Date  and  Time  5-20-11,  11  54  a m Focal  Length  50mm 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 
This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process 


Existing  Condition  - Superior  view  facing  north  from  within  the  Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  toward  BLM-designated  utility  corridor,  the 
existing  Jojoba  500kV  Substation,  and  the  Buckeye  Hills 


Photograph  Location:  Photograph  was  taken  from  within  the 
Sonoran  Desert  National  Monument  Gen-tie  Line  Option  is 
approximately  1.2  miles  from  KOP  location 


Photovoltaic  Module 


Typical  photovoltaic  module  based  on 
3D  model  provided  by  Worley  Parsons 
Measurements  are  approximate 


3-Pole  Structure 


90' 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
3-pole  turning  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


H-Frame  Structure 

, V ,/~~l 


Typical  single-circuit  500kV 
H-frame  tangent  structure  - 
galvanized  steel  finish 


Proposed  Condition  - Generation  Tie  Line  Option  interconnecting  the  Jojoba  500kV  Substation  and  Sub-alternative  A1  switchyard, 
34.5kV  feeder  bus  lines,  and  300MW  photovoltaic  array  with  inverter/transformer  unit  containers 


NEXTera 

ENERjSida 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project 

photo  Date  and  Time  5 20  11  1154  am  Focal  Length  50mm  KOP  19  Sub-alternative  A1 : Photovoltaic  and  Generation  Tie  Line  Option  View  1c 

Structure  models  that  were  used  in  the  simulations  were  created  using  3D  Models  provided  by  Worley  Parsons  and  Electrical  Consultants,  Inc 

This  simulation  represents  initial  project  design  that  will  be  refined  and  finalized  throughout  the  NEPA  process  August  2011 


APPENDIX  I. 

Burrowing  Owl  Relocation  Analysis 


Burrowing  Owl  Relocation  Analysis 


Prepared  for 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Prepared  by 

SWCA  Environmental  Consultants 


August  201  1 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  I.  Burrowing  Owl  Relocation  Analysis 


CONTENTS 

1 Introduction 1 

2 Relocation  Process 1 

2.1  Owl  Trapping  and  Burrow  Excavation 5 

2.2  Captured  Owls  Care  and  Translocation 5 

2.3  Burrow  Construction 6 

2.4  Relocation  Monitoring  and  Reporting 6 

3 Affected  Environment , 6 

4 Environmental  Consequences 7 

4. 1 Direct  and  Indirect  Effects 7 

4.2  Cumulative  Effects 8 

4.2.1  General  Environmental  Resources 8 

4.2.2  Western  Burrowing  Owl 8 

4.3  Potential  Mitigation 9 

5 References 10 

FIGURES 

Figure  1.  Map  of  the  proposed  BUOW  relocation  area 3 

TABLES 

Table  1.  Acres  of  Suitable  Habitat  by  Landowner 1 


i 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  I.  Burrowing  Owl  Relocation  Analysis 


This  page  intentionally  blank 


Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  Final  EIS 


Appendix  I.  Burrowing  Owl  Relocation  Analysis 


1 INTRODUCTION 

The  western  burrowing  owl  ( Athene  cunicularia ) (BUOW)  is  protected  under  the  federal  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act  (MBTA),  Arizona  Revised  Statues  Title  17,  and  is  designated  as  a wildlife  species  of  special 
concern  by  the  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  (AZGFD).  A reconnaissance-level  survey  was 
conducted  in  2009  and  2011  to  determine  BUOW  presence/absence  and  the  status  of  the  species  in  the 
Sonoran  Solar  Energy  Project  (SSEP)  area.  During  the  surveys,  6 BUOW  individuals,  17  burrows,  and 
sign1  were  found  throughout  the  Project  Area.  Additional  protocol-level  surveys  would  be  completed  in 
the  Project  Area  and  a 200-meter  buffer  prior  to  construction  for  each  of  the  three  potential  phases  of  the 
Project.  Boulevard  (the  Proponent)  has  committed  to  obtaining  a MBTA  relocation  pennit  and  relocating 
any  identified  BUOW  individuals  found  during  these  surveys  to  a separate  suitable  area  and  constructing 
artificial  burrows  for  their  future  use.  This  appendix  provides  a description  of  the  relocation  process  and 
analyzes  the  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  from  relocating  BUOW  to  suitable  conservation 
areas  away  from  the  project. 

2 RELOCATION  PROCESS 

The  Proponent  obtained  the  services  of  Wild  by  Heart  (WAH,  an  Arizona-based,  non-profit  50 1 (3)c 
organization  that  provides  raptor  rescues  and  is  an  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  permit  holder 
for  owl  trapping  and  relocations)  to  perfonn  the  BUOW  removal,  excavation,  and  relocation  for  the 
project.  WAH  would  follow  existing  protocols  that  have  been  corroborated  with  AZGFD  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  biologists. 

The  relocation  process  would  consist  of  performing  pedestrian  transect  surveys  to  identify  existing  active 
burrows,  removing  burrow  contents,  transferring  nest  contents  to  WAH’s  facility,  and  relocating  the 
BOUWs  to  the  relocation  area.  All  owls  found  during  pre-construction  surveys  would  be  relocated  to  the 
Gila  River  Bum  Area  in  Maricopa  County,  Arizona,  Section  21  and  22,  Township  1 South,  Range  4 West 
(Figure  1).  The  Gila  River  Bum  Area  is  entirely  contained  within  the  Fred  J Weiler  Greenbelt,  an  area  of 
conservation  comprising  over  12,000  acres  along  the  Lower  Gila  River.  The  Gila  River  Bum  Area  is 
approximately  80  acres  and  managed  for  native  riparian  vegetation  to  support  migratory  birds;  it  has  been 
completely  denuded  of  tamarisk  ( Tamarix  spp.).  Approximately  25.5  acres  of  suitable  habitat  in  the 
northern  section  of  the  Gila  River  Bum  Area  has  been  designated  for  new  burrow  construction  and 
BUOW  relocation;  a breakdown  of  these  habitat  acres  by  landowner  is  provided  in  Table  1.  The  BLM 
would  manage  approximately  60%  of  the  BUOW  relocation  area,  whereas  private  landowners  would 
account  for  the  other  40%. 


Table  1.  Acres  of  Suitable  Habitat  by  Landowner 


Landowner 

Acres  of  Suitable  Habitat 

BLM 

15.3 

Private 

10.1 

Total 

25.5* 

*Due  to  rounding,  acreage  of  disturbance  by  landowner  is  slightly  lower  than 
the  total  surface  disturbance. 

1 The  presence  of  sign  suggests  that  this  species  is  breeding  in  the  Project  Area. 
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Figure  1.  Map  of  the  proposed  BUOW  relocation  area. 
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The  Gila  River  Burn  Area  was  identified  by  the  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies  as  a suitable  relocation 
area  because  it  resembled  Project  Area  habitat  and  had  a low  probability  of  outside  disturbances  (e.g., 
feral  dogs,  vehicular  traffic,  or  vandalism).  The  BLM  also  considered  on-site  placement  of  artificial 
burrows  within  the  SSEP  footprint,  but  determined  that  suitable  habitat  was  limited  and  that  relocated 
BUOWs  could  be  impacted  by  construction  and  operation  of  the  SSEP. 

The  relocation  area  would  be  accessed  using  an  existing,  gated  dirt  road  off  South  Wilson  Avenue  in  Palo 
Verde,  Arizona,  then  following  this  dirt  road  across  the  channel  bridge  to  the  eastern  edge  of  the  area. 
During  construction  of  artificial  burrows,  approximately  6-10  volunteers  would  be  on-site.  Construction 
would  require  the  use  of  a backhoe,  several  pick-ups,  and  a trailer  to  house  volunteers.  Burrow 
construction  would  follow  WAHs  protocols  and  be  based  on  the  SSEP  phased  construction  schedule. 
There  could  be  seasonal  restrictions  due  to  the  endangered  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  ( Empidonax 
traillii  extinms ) and  Yuma  clapper  rail  ( Rallus  longirostris  yumanensis)  breeding  and  transient  seasons 
(May  through  September)  through  the  Lower  Gila  River  corridor.  These  are  currently  pending  USFWS 
and  BLM  consultation  processes. 

2.1  Owl  Trapping  and  Burrow  Excavation 

WAH  would  plan  the  level  of  effort  and  approach  to  owl  trapping  during  each  phase  of  construction 
based  on  field  survey  results.  In  general,  survey-identified  owls  would  be  live-trapped  in  the  SSEP  using 
either  a tube  trap  or  clamshell  trap.  Tube  traps  are  cylindrical  pipes  that  permit  entrance  into  the  tube  but 
prevent  tube  exit,  whereas  clamshell  traps  consist  of  two  hinged  sides  that  are  laid  flat  but  spring  together 
when  triggered  to  close  around  the  animal.  The  tube  trap  would  be  placed  inside  a natural  burrow, 
whereas  the  clamshell  trap  would  use  a live  mouse  to  lure  the  owl  to  the  trap.  Mice  would  not  be  injured 
by  the  owl  using  the  latter  trap,  and  both  traps  would  be  designed  to  minimize  injury  risk  to  trapped  owls. 
After  live  trapping  as  many  owls  as  possible,  all  burrows  or  “possible  use”  burrows  would  be  excavated 
by  hand  to  locate  any  hidden  nestlings  or  adult  owls.  Staff  would  use  an  ungloved  hand  to  "feel"  out  an 
arms-length  section  of  a tunnel  for  any  occupants  or  side  tunnels.  A small  towel  would  be  used  to  block 
off  any  owls  hiding  further  down  in  the  burrow  from  escaping.  Each  section  would  then  be  carefully  dug 
out  from  the  ground  level  down  to  prevent  the  tunnel  system  from  collapsing  and  killing  any  residing 
owls.  This  process  would  be  repeated  until  all  tunnels  were  excavated  and  all  owls  were  safely  removed. 
After  excavation,  the  entire  burrow  system  would  be  filled  in  to  prevent  the  owls  from  re-habiting  that 
area. 

All  BUOWs  removed  would  be  transported  to  the  WAH  facility  and  would  receive  care  until  they  were 
de-sensitized  and  the  artificial  burrows  in  the  relocation  area  were  installed. 

2.2  Captured  Owls  Care  and  Translocation 

All  captured  owls  would  be  transferred  by  vehicle  in  animal  crates  to  the  WAH  facility  in  Cave  Creek, 
Arizona.  The  facility  includes  51  outdoor  aviaries  and  an  on-site  critical  care  room;  all  owls  captured 
from  any  one  site  would  be  kept  together  at  the  facility,  although  other  owls  could  be  added  to  form  a 
larger  colony.  When  ready  to  be  relocated,  the  owls  would  be  transported  to  the  relocation  area  and 
placed  inside  a fabric  tent  with  free  access  to  the  artificial  burrows  and  to  perches.  Defrosted  mice  and 
fresh  water  would  be  brought  to  the  tent  each  day  by  volunteers.  The  owls  would  be  held  30  days  at  the 
area  to  ensure  that  the  owls’  bond  with  their  previous  burrow  location  was  broken.  It  could  be  necessary 
to  hold  the  owls  even  longer,  depending  on  the  time  of  year,  food  and  water  resources,  the  age  of  any 
nestlings,  the  selection  and  approval  of  habitat  construction  on  new  areas,  and  the  migration  cycle. 
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After  acclimation,  the  tent  cover  would  be  removed  and  the  owls  would  be  free  to  select  their  new 
burrows.  To  the  furthest  extent  practicable,  owls  would  be  released  during  the  springtime  to  improve 
breeding  success.  WAH  could  also  use  video  monitoring,  solar  powered  lights,  and/or  white  cards  to 
attract  insects  to  increase  the  food  supply  and  improve  BUOW  relocation  success. 

2.3  Burrow  Construction 

WAH  would  determine  the  type  and  location  of  burrows  needed  upon  further  evaluation  of  the  relocation 
area  and  field  survey  results.  Artificial  burrows  would  be  constructed  at  the  relocation  area  at  a minimum 
ratio  of  four  new  burrows  to  one  SSEP  excavated  burrow.  Artificial  burrows  would  be  installed  in  groups 
of  eight,  with  each  burrow  complex  covering  roughly  540  square  feet  (0.01  acre).  Constructing  multiple 
burrows  within  the  same  trench  provides  several  key  benefits,  including  increased  shelter  from  predators, 
less  competition  for  burrow  areas,  improved  parasite  removal  by  insects,  additional  room  for  expansion 
for  relocated  owls  and  their  young,  and  lower  construction  cost. 

Burrows  would  be  installed  at  a depth  of  4 feet  to  provide  consistent  temperature  at  the  nesting  area.  A 
14-foot,  4-inch  diameter  PVC  pipe  would  be  used  to  provide  entrance  to  the  burrow;  the  pipe  would  have 
a 90  degree  bend  midway  along  the  length  to  minimize  light  intrusion  and  to  help  the  owls  defend  the 
burrow.  WAH  would  employ  various  means  to  harden  the  tubing  so  that  dogs  and  other  animals  could  not 
dig  up  or  otherwise  destroy  the  tubing. 

2.4  Relocation  Monitoring  and  Reporting 

The  MBTA  permit  issued  by  USFWS  Region  2 would  require  monitoring  protocols  and  a monitoring 
report  submitted  within  two  years  of  completion  of  the  relocation  process. 

3 AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

The  proposed  relocation  area  is  located  just  north  bank  of  the  Lower  Gila  River  across  from  of  the 
Robbins  Butte  State  Wildlife  Area,  approximately  6 miles  southwest  of  Buckeye,  Arizona,  and  6.8  miles 
from  the  Project  Area.  The  area  was  burned  in  a wildfire  in  April  2007.  Subsequently,  the  burnt 
vegetation  was  removed;  the  area  was  graded  and  is  currently  undergoing  natural  succession  of  native 
herbs  and  forbs.  The  surrounding  area  to  the  south  has  been  revegetated  with  native  plant  species  and 
other  associated  shrubs,  herbs,  and  grass  communities. 

The  area  is  characterized  by  a hot,  dry  climate  with  limited  annual  rainfall  of  approximately  7.5  inches  at 
Buckeye.  Portions  of  Maricopa  County  have  been  designated  nonattainment  for  particulate  matter  (PM10), 
carbon  monoxide,  and  ozone. 

Soils  in  the  relocation  area  are  composed  of  Carrizo  and  Brios  soils,  0 to  3 percent  slopes,  which  consist 
of  deep,  well  drained,  sandy  loam  alluvial  soils  with  low  to  moderate  susceptibility  to  wind  and  water 
erosion.  As  part  of  the  Buckeye  fire  rehabilitation  project  (BLM  2009),  the  whole  area  was  cleared  via  a 
dozer,  the  root  system  of  the  tamarisk  was  removed,  and  the  resulting  topsoil  was  stockpiled  to  create  a 
berm  for  flood  control  along  the  northern  edge  of  the  area,  adjacent  to  the  Arlington  Canal. 

Typical  land  uses  in  the  region  consist  of  agriculture,  recreation,  and  rural  development;  previous  BLM 
land  management  activities  in  the  relocation  area  have  not  resulted  in  community  conflict  (BLM  2009). 
There  are  no  known  prime  or  unique  farmlands,  wilderness,  energy  resources,  wild  or  scenic  rivers, 
cultural  resources,  historic  properties,  or  Native  American  sacred  or  religious  sites  within  the  relocation 
area  (BLM  2009).  The  relocation  area  does,  however,  include  24.6  acres  of  the  22,746-acre  Powers  Butte 
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grazing  allotment.  The  allotment  is  classified  as  ephemeral  and  provides  periodic,  suitable  vegetation  for 
livestock  grazing;  from  1998  to  2008,  the  allotment  was  only  grazed  four  out  of  ten  years  for  an  average 
of  159  animal  unit  months  (AUM)  (BLM  2011). 

Threatened,  endangered,  and  candidate  species  and  habitat  located  in  the  region  include  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  and  its  critical  habitat,  Yuma  clapper  rail,  and  yellow-billed  cuckoo  ( Coccyzus 
americcmus ) (USFWS  2010).  Adjacent  habitat  also  supports  a wide  range  of  non-game  and  game  species, 
reptiles,  amphibians,  fish,  and  migratory  birds. 

The  area  is  located  within  the  West  Salt  River  Valley  sub-basin  and  Lower  Salt  watershed.  The  sub-basin 
has  been  developed  for  agricultural,  residential,  industrial,  and  commercial  water  uses.  Groundwater 
quality  varies;  previous  groundwater  sampling  has  found  elevated  dissolved  solids,  nitrate,  volatile 
organic  chemicals,  pesticides,  and  arsenic  in  the  aquifer  (U.S.  Geological  Survey  2010).  The  area  is  also 
adjacent  to  the  Gila  River,  a perennial  waterbody.  The  Gila  River  is  impaired  for  chlordane,  DDT,  and 
toxaphene  for  approximately  4 miles  between  the  Salt  River  and  the  Agua  Fria  River  (EPA  2011).  There 
are  no  wetlands  located  at  the  area,  but  the  relocation  area  contains  25.5  acres  of  100-year  floodplain. 

4 ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
4.1  Direct  and  Indirect  Effects 

Although  the  total  number  of  artificial  burrows  built  in  the  relocation  area  would  not  be  known  until 
SSEP  construction,  the  201 1 reconnaissance  survey  identified  17  burrows  in  the  SSEP,  of  which  six  were 
active  with  at  least  one  BUOW  individual.  For  the  purposes  of  analysis,  therefore,  construction  of  68 
burrows2  is  considered  a conservative  estimate  for  surface  disturbance  impacts. 

Construction  of  the  artificial  burrows  would  temporarily  disturb  up  to  0.1  acre  of  soils  in  the  relocation 
area.  Excavated  soils  would  be  stored  on-area  and  would  be  re-spread  over  the  excavation  area  upon 
completion  of  construction.  Burrow  excavation  and  vehicular  travel  would  also  result  in  temporary 
increases  in  fugitive  dust  and  emissions  in  the  area;  however,  impacts  would  be  of  short  duration  and 
limited  severity,  due  to  the  small  quantity  of  vehicles  and  construction  equipment  required  for  BUOW 
relocation. 

BUOW  relocation  activities  would  temporarily  remove  up  to  0.1  acre  (less  than  0.01  AUM)  of  the  Powers 
Butte  allotment  from  livestock  grazing  use,  as  well  as  potentially  reduce  the  recreational  experience  for 
hunters,  anglers,  and  other  recreational  users  along  the  Gila  River  due  to  construction  activity  and  noise. 
The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  published  data  on  typical  noise  levels  from 
construction  equipment.  Based  on  the  EPA  data,  the  highest  noise  levels  from  construction  would  be  from 
backhoes,  generating  maximum  noise  levels  near  90  dBA  at  50  feet  from  the  equipment,  which  would 
attenuate  to  background  noise  levels  of  approximately  40  dBA  over  2.5  miles  (EPA  1981).  Such  levels 
would  be  clearly  audible.  Given  the  temporary  nature  of  the  construction  noise,  however,  no  adverse  or 
long-term  effects  to  recreational  experience  would  be  anticipated.  Likewise,  impacts  to  livestock  grazing 
would  be  of  short  duration. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  likely  result  in  a trend  toward  federal  listing  of  threatened,  endangered,  or 
candidate  wildlife  species  in  the  region.  There  would  be  no  loss  of  individuals,  and  construction  could  be 
limited  to  periods  outside  of  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  and  Yuma  clapper  rail  breeding  and  transient 
seasons,  pending  the  BLM  and  USFWS’s  decision.  Up  to  0.1  acre  of  vegetation  or  wildlife  habitat  would 


2 Based  on  the  4: 1 ratio  for  artificial  burrow  construction  to  SSEP  excavated  burrow. 
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be  disturbed  or  removed  by  construction  activities.  Construction  traffic  and  noise  could  also  result  in  the 
spread  of  invasive  weeds,  an  increased  risk  of  vehicle  collision-related  mortality,  or  short-term  impacts  to 
wildlife  movement  and  foraging  in  adjacent  areas.  Impacts  would  be  of  short  duration,  however,  and  of 
limited  severity  due  to  the  low  amount  of  acres  impacted  and  on-going  invasive  weed  control. 

Relocation  of  the  BUOWs  would  result  in  the  destruction  of  existing  SSEP  burrows  and  potential  harm, 
increased  stress,  diminished  health,  or  decreased  breeding  success  for  relocated  owls,  depending  on  the 
suitability  of  the  relocation  area.  The  area  was  chosen  for  comparable  conditions  to  the  SSEP  and  suitable 
BUOW  habitat,  however,  and  the  relocation  would  be  conducted  by  qualified  (and  permitted)  biologists 
to  minimize  the  risk  of  impacts  to  relocated  owls.  Artificial  burrows  would  be  constructed  at  a four  to  one 
ratio  to  destroyed  SSEP  borrows  to  mitigate  for  the  loss  of  existing  burrows  and  to  decrease  competition 
at  the  relocation  area. 

Groundwater  quantity  and  quality  would  not  be  impacted  by  BUOW  relocation  activities.  No 
groundwater  sources  would  be  required  for  construction,  and  burrow  excavation  would  be  limited  to  a 
depth  of  4 feet.  Surface  disturbance  from  construction  activities  could  result  in  wind-  or  water-generated 
soil  erosion  and  increased  sedimentation  of  the  adjacent  Gila  River.  However,  the  area  does  not  contain 
highly  erosive  soils,  and  construction  of  each  burrow  complex  would  disturb  less  than  0.02  acre  of  soil. 
Construction  of  the  artificial  burrows  and  alteration  of  natural  contours  could  result  in  short-term  altered 
floodplain  conditions  that  would  inhibit  flood  control  and  water  quality  maintenance  functions.  Impacts 
would  be  mitigated  through  restoration  of  floodplain  soils  and  topography  following  construction, 
however. 

4.2  Cumulative  Effects 

4.2. 1 General  Environmental  Resources 

Cumulative  effects  include  the  effects  of  the  future  federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  or  private  actions  that  are 
reasonably  certain  to  occur  in  the  relocation  area.  Past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  activities  in 
the  lower  Gila  River  include  fanning,  ranching  activities,  rural  development,  and  recreational  activities. 
Implementation  of  all  or  any  of  these  actions  has  affected  and  continues  to  affect  the  environment 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  land  conversion  and  vegetation  clearance,  decreased  water  quantity  and 
quality,  and  wildlife  population  and  habitat  disturbance  and  loss.  Cumulative  effects  to  area  resources 
would  include  the  following  types  of  impacts: 

• Changes  in  land-use  patterns  that  would  further  fragment,  modify,  or  destroy  wildlife  habitat  or 
displace  species 

• Increased  recreational  activities  and  encroachment  of  human  development  that  would  remove 
riparian/wetland  vegetation  and  potentially  degrade  water  quality 

The  addition  of  up  to  0.1  acre  of  surface  disturbance  as  a result  of  BUOW  relocation  would  contribute  to 
on-going  surface  disturbance  in  the  region,  but  would  not  result  in  additional  habitat  fragmentation, 
modification,  or  destruction  or  water  resource  degradation. 

4.2.2  Western  Burrowing  Owl 

The  BUOW’s  historical  breeding  range  in  the  United  States  includes  the  west  coast,  southwestern  desert, 
and  the  Great  Plains.  Land  conversion  to  agriculture  and  urban  development  across  the  range  has  led  to 
habitat  degradation,  fragmentation,  and  loss;  increased  predation;  BUOW  mortality  from  illegal  shooting; 
and  a reduction  in  prey  species  through  pesticides,  rodent  control,  and  other  contaminants.  These  impacts 
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have  resulted  in  range  reductions  across  the  northern  and  eastern  extent  of  the  BUOW’s  historic  breeding 
range  and  in  changing  population  levels.  Population  trend  estimates  in  the  United  States  are  limited  by 
small  sample  size  and  limited  data,  but  they  suggest  that  BUOW  populations  are  declining  in  the  northern 
half  of  the  Great  Plains  and  generally  increasing  in  the  northwest  interior  and  some  southwestern  deserts. 
Population  studies  in  Arizona  have  not  yielded  statistically  significant  gains  or  declines  for  BUOW 
populations;  the  current  BUOW  population  estimate  in  Arizona  ranges  from  100  to  1,000  BUOW 
individuals  (USFWS  2003). 

Although  the  rates  of  survival  and  reproduction  of  relocated  BUOW  individuals  are  still  under  study,  the 
process  is  generally  regarded  by  the  scientific  community  as  an  accepted  mitigation  measure.  The 
USFWS's  (2003)  assessment  of  BUOWs  determined  that  conservation  of  burrows  is  an  essential 
component  to  maintaining  BUOW  populations.  Thus,  BUOW  relocation  of  owls  would  provide  a 
beneficial  cumulative  impact  by  protecting  existing  BUOW  individuals,  providing  new  suitable  habitat, 
and  increasing  the  number  of  available  borrows  for  potential  use  by  BUOW  individuals. 

4.3  Potential  Mitigation 

No  additional  potential  mitigation  has  been  identified  for  BUOW  relocation  beyond  applicant-committed 
measures  and  design  features  discussed  in  Chapter  2 of  this  final  EIS. 
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